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Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


cltai 1$l«hlFd tTOT Tf ahrBI 

(aftr firoPT) 

^ 14 FT#, 2012 

^T.31T. 1112.—«*•*)<{ FtehK T^o^&ki ^FfoFT Ff^n, 
1973 (1974^3Tfvf^^2)^FRT24^^-«IRr(8) 
wt ^iRkimT ftt ffW ^ |tt f^a ^ 
f^rrlt faTfa ^%F FTOT (Ffaftsfif ) 

FT far &£ it. 3T. ^ £TF FT* f, ^ 

3^ff/547tsM FT fafa SKT FTTftcT FT 3 TMf 

^TFTcTFf F’ ^T FTFctf 3 -3FFT 3RT FTFrTf FTT FFTcR FF3 
FT fFFtFF F4>1dl FTl FfbfT 
fF^FRT FFcft 'i ;— 

F^Ft 

1. {tend FF^ ^FFTF 

2. TT®ftT FT?T 

[F>T. F 225/6/2012-F<M-II ] 
TTFfa 3TF7 FfFF 


MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC 
GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS 
(Department of Personnel and Training) 
New Delhi, the 14th March, 2012 

S.O. 111 2.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (8) of Section 24 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1973 (Act No. 2 of 1974), the Central 
Government hereby appoints following Advocates as 
Special Public Prosecutor for conducting the prosecution 
of cases instituted by the Delhi Special Police 
Establishment (CBI) in the State of Tripura at Agartala as 
entrusted to them by the Central Bureau of Investigation 
in the trial courts and appeals/revision or other matters 
arising out of these cases in the revisional or appellate 
courts established by law :— 

S/Shri 

1. Rakhal Chandra Debnath 

2. PrabirSaha 


769 GJ/2012 


(2705) 


[F. No. 225/6/2012-AVD-l I ] 
RAJIV JAIN, Under Secy. 
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15 Rift, 2032 

47T.3R. 1113.—4^gfa TR4>R l^gUI fgorft fftftR 
■jfftRT WH 3lfftfft4R, 1946 (1946 41T3Tfafwm 25) 4ft 
KTRT 6 ^ TTT«T #44 4RT 5 4ft 7RR4RI ( 1) 'gKT 3KrT 71f44# 
44 ## 47# dfftdH!^ TF^T 7R47R, ^ (VTRft) fftWT, 
47# ^ ^T#, RgTO # fg4T47 22-7-1992 # 44 
ft. TRRft/2385-4/91 gRT4TB R£Hfd ft #441 ft#, HRIdllft 
TOT, 4ft 36,39,89,241-^ 4ft 47fft4 #7414# 477# 
3T#44 #4 RfTRlft # ftftR ft ft7lft MTO ^TTRftfeRT 
# 4444 R^i*. # rwttr# ft*# t#sra 

S#Rftfft4R fdf##, #4f # ft47ft4 5ft #. 4TclT7pTF4fft44, 
474# ft*# ftdklii Rrlfft&S 441 3R4 oiifcMtf 

# #KS RR4# ft? 7T#4T, 1860 ( 1860 47T ##444 ft. 45) 
47 \ 4RT 420 # 744 #44 4T71 120-ftt # 3T#4 g5#4 
■3M»4 471 4414, 3#BTI 441 *4^44 ###4 334714 # 
7R4 ft 41 47# 7R4£ W# TT«TT 47ft «K # #714 f4B 
44 4#f W ft 4^7T 4ft^ 3R4 314714 41 3T47T*ft 47T 

spim 4 # # f#r f##t ##4 ^ri writ # wqf 

4lt #44# 3# ft#447R 44 #74R 744# cffWRTg 7FB # 
ft#T ft 47# t I 

[-94. ft. 228/12/2012-4##-II] 
7T#4 #4 ( 3147 Rife 
New Delhi, the 15th March, 2012 

S.O. 1113.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of Section 5 read with Section 6 of the 
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 
of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of the 
State Government of Tamil Nadu, Home (SC) Department, 
Fort St. George, Madras vide letter No, SC/2385-4/91 
dated 22-7-1992, hereby extends the power and jurisdiction 
of the members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment 
to the whole of the State of Tamil Nadu for investigation 
of offences punishable under Sections 120-B read with 
420 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860 (Act No. 45 of 1 860) 
against K. Padmanabhan, Managing Director of 
M/s. Teledata Informatics Limited, Chennai, 
Shri K. Balasubramanian, Chariman M/s. Teledata 
Information Limited, Chennai, the company 
M/s.Teledata Informatics Limited and others relating to 
alleged fraud causing wrongful loss to the extent of 
Rs. 36,39,89,241 to Vijaya Bank, Mylapore Branch, Chennai, 
and attempt, abetment and conspiracy in relation to or in 
connection with the above mentioned offence and any 
other offence or offences committed in course of the same 
transaction or arising out of the same facts. 

[F. No. 228/12/2012-AVD-II] 
RAJIV JAIN, Under Secy. 


4f IgB#, 194#, 2012 

47T.3TT. 1114.—##4 717447 Tp^Ri ts #474T ftfg41, 
1973 (1974 44 ##444 WsHl 2) 4ft 4RI 24 4ft44-4Rl (2) 
gTTT 444 #44# 44 4#4 47# 7^ 4ft$m -4l4ld# 441 
3##, ^flftST# 41 Wl gTTT 74Tf44 'jfttSJB "41 31 Hid# 
*414174# 3 414# ft 4444 3R4 414# #f# f## f#l 

#d7T WT4T (#.31. ^) gRl 7### f#* 4tr f, Wltd 
^ TfRT ^TTl TFd Rfo#RT t, ^ 3lf^R RTReff 
T7J ^IdH TR^ ^ RmW 44i1dT ^ 33. ^ ^ 

3TfW5TR7 ^ | 

1. 9ft TiTfe ^ ift^ft 

2. 9ft Rsl TTT^ 

3. 9ft 3RFTT ^TR RPft 

4. >ft Tfc(R ^RR qaHfl^cb 

[ U 202/5/20 ll-R^t-II ] 
TUftR , 3FR WZQ 
New Delhi, the 19th March, 2012 

S.O. 1114.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (2) of Section 24 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1973 (Act No. 2 of 1974), the Central 
Government hereby appoints following Advocates in 
Central Bureau of Investigation as Public Prosecutor for 
conducting the prosecution of cases in the local area 
comprising the whole State of Orissa instituted by the 
Delhi Special Police Establishment (CBI) in trial courts and 
appeals, revisions or other matters arising out of these 
cases in revisional or appellate Courts, established by law:— 

1. Shri Kartik Chandra Mohanty 

2. Shri Umesh Chandra Sahu 

3. Shir Prasanna Kumar Pani 

4. Shri Sandip Kumar Pattnaik 

[No. 202/5/2011-AVD-II] 
RAJIV JAIN, Under Secy. 
21 RTft, 2012 

RT.3TT. 1115.—^#7 FRTR RcT^gRT 
WHT 1946 (1946 ?TT 3TfVRRR TT. 25) 4ft 

RKT 6 iS RW RfecT RRT 5 4ft Td-RRT (1 ) gRT RgrT 
44 RRftT 4Rft f(T, 71^4 7R4TR, TJg (W^H) 
fftT^FRcR.TR fg4T'4T 29-02-2012 4ft 3*f47£44T 
7T. 104357/tRJ.RTT- ^-2/2011RJF gRT W<T WRfft RRtft4 
gSR%cTT, 1860 (1860 4TT 3TM44R TT. 45) 4 ft 4RT 34 
7TT4 4fel 489-4t 489-# # 4W 47TOI, 

4#T ft ycb4R| ‘R. 1143/2011(##. #3TT^t, 

srmte^-l, ft‘ 334714 # ft' ^4: 

3RRTR# 937/7ft'3TR/3ftft#^;-1 /ftft'ftl(H/11 ) 471 
4RI ^44 jRrdfed 3RRT4 # 7T44 ft m 7T4g ft TO, 
^7'JII 4414^44 4414# TO4B7 ft f44T *141 4T T# W 
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^ ^cT TO 3TW*J RT 3^' 40 3t4^u| 4R4 ^ 
f^e# f^fa ^TO WOOT^TORRt' 4Tt Tlfrof TO $4rf437R 
^T fq-wiK TO*£»f 4iTOT 77TO ^ TOTO 3 4Rdt t I 

[mu 228/3/2012-T^t-II] 
<l4)q 374R Flfqq 

New Delhi, the 21 st March, 2012 

S.O. Ill 5.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sut-section (1) of Section 5 read with Section 6 of the 
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 
of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of the 
State Government of Kerala Home (SS-A) Department, 
Thinivananthapuram vide Notification No. 104357/SSA2/ 
2011 /Home dated 29-02-20 i 2, hereby extends the power 
and jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police 
Establishment to the whole of the State of Kerala for 
investigation of Case No. 1143/2011 (re-registered as Crime 
No. 937/CR/OCW-l/TVPM/l I of the CB CID OCW-1, 
Thiruvananthapuram Unit) under Sections 489-B and 
489-C read with 34 of the Indian Penal Code 1860 
(Act No. 45 of 1860) registered at Police Station Parasala, 
Trivandrum, Kerala and attempt abetment and conspiracy 
in relation to or in connection with the above mentioned 
offence and any other offence or offences committed in course 
of the same transaction or arising out of the same facts. 

[ F. No. 228/3/2012-AVD-1I] 
RAJIV JAIN, Under Secy. 


f^TrT W 

(ttto fTOn) 

< *fmT ^ 3TPJ3rT 40 *> I u1VhJ 

TOF* $p) 

14 TO4, 2012 

ft. oi/ 2011 -uhrr (t^t zt) 

m.37T. 1116,-RRcT TO°RR, iRTT R4ldq, TRW fR'RFT 

RtRT-7£r47 1962 TO 152 ^ WF (tr) ^ 

^ TOt SfftRJTOTT U 14/2002-7^-?^ (X^), 
7 TOd 2002 (^^TFmrf^TcT) TO«? -qfecT TffRTJ^TT FT. 
3J/94-^tRT-7J^ (Tr^t), 1 1994 4TO?ltf£RT 

R ?if=Kiq) 40 Tr^rPT FFfro: Ifif, 

4610^ 'TO! ^lePM 4^ %K U HII*4 dleJ°P fFTOT 

tt^TR ’' TO 4tt 3rfvfWT, 1962 4it TO 9 ^ 

0F4 TTcfr RFITOT TOTOT 'sflf44 4TOTT \ I 

[m. FT. VIII (FTt.?J.) I7-94/#gt^l^te/2011J 

FFfTO fW, 3TRJ44 

‘6'sO*! "3T9K 7*4 


MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Revenue) 

(OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COMMISSIONER CUSTOMS 

& CENTRAL EXCISE, NAGPUR ZONE) 

Nagpur, the 14th March, 2012 

No. 01/2011-Customs (N.T.) 

S.O. Ill 6.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Notification No. 33/94-Customs (N.T.), dated the 1 st July, 
1994, as amended, of the Government of India, Ministry of 
Finance, Department of Revenue, issued under clause (a) 
of Section 152 of the Customs Act, 1962, read with 
Notification No. 14/2002-Cus.(NT) dated 7th March 2002, 
as amended, I Harjinder Singh, Chief Commissioner of 
Customs & Central Excise, Nagpur Zone, Nagpur hereby 
declare “Village Eklagna, Taluka Dharangaon, District 
Jalgaon in the State of Maharashtra” to be a Warehousing 
Station under Section 9 of the Customs Act, 1962. 

[F. No. VIII (Cus.) 17-94/CCU/NZ/2011] 

HARJINDER SINGH, Chief Commissioner 
Customs & Central Excise 

(^rrafwr 3137 etmrr ) 

■sfaijl, 14 TOf, 2012 
FT. 8/41/2011-12 

chl.3JT. 1117. —3TT44R 3Tftrf44TT 1961 (1961 40 434T) 
TO 10(23 7 I) 4» (vi) ^ FTTO 4f34 3TT44R 

fTOT^ft-1962 4t fm 2 4 R FKT TTO V l RklPT 40 #[ 

stor arrq^r, ^tvy 4 ' f?r$FT 

wi, skqMi Fte, ^f, Hpk (fm.) ” 4rt 344 to 

iiwml fro-fe 20ii -12 2iPt to PinPHRsid wf ^ 

3T«fPr 3339 ) r<d ^ f : - 

1. 4R /TRff 30^ 

3TPI ^71 yqVl ^>1.4 ^ f^Tir '^^ehl 
^ ? 4T 3*T^fl: ^ %ir fpi7 

T«imT ^ I ^TTT 

Ufciq^dl (3f^tf%R) TRlt i 
^7T fP^T TOR Ft 3TeTTFI 

“FR*!! ^|4 F^Pt ! FTPIT F(fdf^-dd 

47HT ^ Ft Tji "5RT TrrlMH ^ Fl I 

2. FR f^T^rfftcft dM^jcfcl ^7 ^ ^ TORT 

3^4? TO?f FTt 4t 3rafH ^ tTRI 1 I 

^ft TOT^RT ( 5 ) f^Rlt TXcft TTofT 

p 3tf^ TOT 3JTOTI tR^Fl’ P fTOT cRt^rf ^ 
Trort f%f^ (^TO-^rjfFFRT. totIto 3irf^ ^ to? 

■4 FORT cmr 3T33%cT 3T7KH ^ pFT) 

RT7 FFf RpRT 3T 51RT TOT FFf RTO 

FT^TT I 
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3. W 3U^T faftf 3TFT ^ WT 4 RFJ ^ 

#TT, # ftp '4il<l«m ft TOd eTO d p -JT SrfftdTm ^ 

^3R F*F ftm '4>I<)4K 'ddd TfR ^ 

^ 'snfftr ^ srftfii* hfY Ft ?rei ftft ^u)«m 
ft» ftftv ft* 3^m ft ftte: ■jfftRdft FFf tt# ^ricft 
Ft i 

4. ^ tftqfftftaiPi'M srfftfim, 1961 ^ 'sn^^rNf 
^apftftTR fa^Tftt ftRfftdft 3TRRR 
■srrtartl ^ wm tft^t t 

5. t^RFT INfft ft FFWt Slfdftdd TrfTRTT 3?k 
x rftFRfrPn' ^RR "^Nf cflft TOfft ftiRd ^ ^ 
ft ^THTift ftft-TORTT^ftf ftt MPT FRSTR ft ffttft 

ftt HFt fftlT '4 |Ch|| I 

6 . 3TRRR3?fftfftiRftt tro io(23M) ftTroftad 
11533T3R ft H<^ 15 ftt ^IcfF ft 3RRT ^Rff ft 
TR3FV ft 1JF STgftrR RrF£Mft fN I 

7. ^ 3lfa^RT TR cRT ^flft lift "3R 7RT ^ft 
^FTO F fpRT ^TR I 

Wi ■g.33T.3IT./3IT.3T.(cRj)Ailt^/2011-12/4704] 
fifwjiO, grsd 3 irrr ang^r 

(OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COMMISSIONER OF 
INCOME TAX) 

Jodhpur, the 14th March, 2012 

No. 8/41/2011-12 

S.O. 1117.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (vi) of section 10(23C)ofthe Income-tax Act, 1961 
<43 of 1961) read with rule 2CAof the Income Tax Rules, 
1962,1, the Chief Commissioner of Income Tax, Jodhpur 
hereby approve “Sarvodaya Sikshan Sansthan, Didwana 
Road, Chenar, Nagaur (Raj.)” for the purpose of the said 
section for the assessment year 2011-12 onwards, subject 
to the following conditions :— 

1. The assessee with apply its income, or 
accumulate for application wholly and 
exclusively to educational purpose only. The 
Sanstha shall have to adhere to its under 
taking that the activities of the Sanstha shall 
be confined only to educational purpose. The 
Institute shall do no other activity except 
education. 

Z The assessee will not invest or deposit its 
funds (other than voluntary contribution 
received and maintained in the form of 
jewellery, furniture etc.) for any period during 
the previous years relevant to the assessment 
years mentioned above otherwise than in any 
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one or more of the forms or modes specified in 
sub-section (5) of section I I; 

3. This order will not apply in relation to any 
income being profits and gain of business, 
unless the business is incidental to the 
attainment of the objectives of the assessee 
and separate books of accounts are maintained 
in respect of such business; 

4. The assessee will regularly file its return of 
income before the income-tax authority in 
accordance with the provisions of Income-tax 
Act, 1961; 

5. That in the event of dissolution, its surplus 
and the assets will be given to a charitable 
organization with similar objectives and no 
part of the same will go to any of the members 
of the Institution. 

6. The approval will not apply in relation to 
anonymous donations in terms of the fifteenth 
proviso to section 10(23C) r.w.s. 115BBC of 
the Act. 

7. This notification will remain in force until it is 
withdrawn. 

[Ref. No. CCIT/ITO/(Tech.) ./2011-12/4704] 
DILEEP SHIVPURI, Chief Commissioner of Income Tax 
15 Rift, 2012 

ft. 9/42/2011-12 

^T.3TT. 1118,—3TRRR 3lfftWT 1961 (1961 TFT 
43ft) ftt MRI 10(23 7 T) ft (vi) ftRT*lft3d 3TRRR 
fwn^ft-1962 ft fftrc 2 m n srcr ^ y i fedft w 
3TTTRR 3IT^, 

nl^iqd), C/o TRjcd ftF, 4Wft 

(m) " 3ft F3d ^TTTT ft 2008-09 3 

3TF) cRT fHHRrlRsId TTdf ft 3^HiP<d cpft ft 

1. ^ fdftftft TOftt 3TR Fd TOft FRftt 
3TR TOft dvft ft f^pr ^fd: 

FRT 3FRR: F^T ^ ^TT 
FTR^t F11W ^ I Wt FTTI 

^UfcT^SFT (3fSTtf%7|) Tpft t 

^ f?T^T TOR ft FRTT ^ 3TRRT 

ttIrrrI ^ \ ^ ^ 

■yfdR^d 'f Fl ^»T 

^F^ I 

Z ^R fiTVfftdt dM^cKI cR? ^ RPTd 

T^n7 RRf 'ft 3RfV ^ ^TR %TRI 11 

^RNRT (5) ft feft tr^ 3 * 8^1 
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4 3Tfa*T 3t«1W 4 f*FT cTfofif 4 


the previous years relevant to the assessment 
years mentioned above otherwise than in any 
one or more of the forms or modes specified in 
sub-section (5) of Section 11; 


ftfa (4*t-4wfiHlr1, *T#gt 3flf^ ^ 

4 "SIFT TTW 3TVKH 4 f^R) 

WT f^T^T w4ri ^4 *RT «fR3q 

3. *F 3TI^?T %4t 44t 3FT ^ 4*4 -4* ell^ *4 

sfar, 4 fw <+>k!^k 4 w<\ ?rm 3tf4w*r 

CRT l^T W7<)«m ^ W7 f^vfftert ^ ^nqf 

wt ^ uj4Pn> *fT 4 ciw 44 'h>k1hk 
4qV 4 3 ^cim "4 <A<ai gftaqiiq, Ttsft ^ i 

4. TO 3TOTO 3?f¥w?, 1961 ^4 WWIHf 

^ 37571K 3TW 3TO fTOFTt fiiifHd 4 

3W WfWFRt ^ TOST I 

5. fq^dd f4tfcl 4* fTtwt WfcrfTTO TfftPTT 4fc 
■qfFrqfw wm w4 toM 4tot w) i 
4 Wtgft 4k TOTO 4^ 4 «TFT 7R1H ^ %4t 
7 T<vPf *4 del fTOT '*ii^ , u I 

6. 3TIW( 3Tfaf¥TO *4 TOT10 (23 7 T) ^ 7TO 
^TfHcT 115OTh 4 TOtfF 15 *4 Tfitf 4 3RR 

w4 ^ tiff*? 4 ~m 3tj4to #n i 

7. ^ 3Tf4^ERT <T* <J*T "3fRt T§4) ^ CRT ^4 
WTO * f^TW "304 I 

[7k 44. ^.31T.3?T./3TT.31.(cTW.)^tT./2011-12/4717] 

gts* 3 rto angro 
Jodhpur, the 15th March, 2012 
No. 9/42/2011-12 

S.O, 1118.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (vi) of Section 10(23C) of the Income-tax Act, 1961 
(43 of 1961) read with rule 2CA of the Income Tax Rules, 
1962,1, the Chief Commissioner of Income Tax, Jodhpur 
hereby approve “Little Flower Education Society,C/o 
Bikaner Boys School, Jaipur Road, Bikaner (Raj.)” for the 
purpose of the said section for the assessment year 
2008-09 onwards, subject to the following conditions :— 

1. The assessee with apply its income, or 
accumulate for application wholly and 
exclusively to educational purpose only. The 
Society shall shall have to adhere to its under¬ 
taking that the activities of the Society shall 
be confined only to educational purpose. The 
Institute shall do no other activity except 
education. 

2. The assessee will not invest or deposit its 
funds (other than voluntary contribution 
received and maintained in the form of 
jewellery, furniture etc.) for any period during 


3. This order will not apply in relation to any 
income being profits and gain of business, 
unless the business is incidental to the 
attainment of the objectives of the assessee 
and separate books of accounts are maintained 
in respect of such business; 

4. The assessee will regularly file its return of 
income before the income-tax authority in 
accordance with the provisions of Income-tax 
Act, 1961; 

5. That in the event of dissolution, its surplus 
and the assets will be given to a charitable 
organization with similar objectives and no 
part ofthe same will go to any of the members 
of the Institution. 

6 . The approval will not apply in relation to 
anonymous donations in terms of the fifteenth 
proviso to Section 10(23C) r.w.s. 115BBC of 
the Act. 

7. This notification will remain in force until it is 
withdrawn. 

[Ref. No. CClT/ITO/(Tech.) Ju/2011 -12/4717] 
DILEEP SHIVPURI, Chief Commissioner of Income Tax 
( f^Tilu ft'MPl ) 

^ ftc#, 15 W4, 2012 

WT.3TT. 1119.—-few# fkfWR STfaftTO, 1949 
(1949 TO 10) *4 TOT 6 (1) (W) 5TC1 

y<\T\ wfwptf TO 1?4W TO?I ITtr, TRTO7 TTcP^TCT ‘ ‘ 44 to 
faPiqiW £R1 Krt fafH4IM4> 4*4HI ^ 3FJ*^T f4rffa 
4* f*44? ^TT4 ^ TK#! *«TT W*#RT TON)' ^ 4*4 
4 TOfa totw IqtfiH'i (TTrorftsnl) froff4i 

^ 3?rar#r” ^^ 1 ^ ^ 44 
PqPiR^ wdt t ^ wft ^ 

^TWT TOW W7HT i4f4w*-Hd, f I 

[W7. 4. 11/16/2011 

^4. fqw, sm Trf^rw 

(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 15th March, 2012 

S.O. 1119.—In exercise ofthe powers conferred by 
clause ( 0 ) of sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the Banking 
Regulation Act, 1949 (10 of 1949), the Central Government 
hereby specifies “display of financial and non-financial 
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products conforming to the regulartory framework as 
provided by concerned Regulators and subject to Codes 
and Regulations laid down by Advertising Standards 
Council of India (ASCI) on the Automated Teller 
Machines” as a form of business in which it is lawful for 
a banking company to engage”. 

[F. No. 11/16/2011-FI] 
ARUN K. MISRA, Under Secy. 
M 19^.2012 

^7T.3TT. 1120 .—wta ^47 -3TfafWT, 1987 

( 1987 9TT 53) m\ 6 ^ (xT) £RI ^ 471 

477^ ftr, 'H<=hK J CJd<y£RI, |77 STftRJjTlT ^ 4TRt 

^ 47t dl 0 ( 2 l ^ cfN ^ 47t 3T4fa 4 ^ f^R 7 fHHfdfecI oqf^Rjf 
37T9R7 9 U -Set ^ RK7I4>)' 

^ 9F 97 PppRT W) t 

1. 3m TTpFF, f^R F7T47R, ?IF7l few. 37F7RT fspqjrj 

2. hIv^h 7R4tk, strtrt Effri 

[FT. 24/17/2010-TflftTF"!I ] 
Wh 47RR 4^, 374F 
New Delhi, the i 9th March, 2012 

S.O. 1120.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (f) ot Section 6 of the National Housing Bank Act, 
1987 (53 of 1987), the Central Government hereby appoints 
the following persons to be the directors on the Board of 
Directors of National Housing Bank (NHB) for a period of 
three years with effect from the date of issue of this 
notification: 

(i) Principal Secretary to Government of Bihar, 
Urban Development and Housing Department. 

(ii) Secretary to Government of West Bengal, 
Housing Department. 

[F. No. 24/17/20104F.-II] 
RAMAN KUMAR GAUR, Under Secy. 

(4R *rti) 

^ 22 RT< 2012 

dd.STT. 1121.-^T3rf% fK4>'K ^ 37FT4)7 3Tf^iR4 J -|, 

1961 (1961 Til 43) (f^ ^RT STfapRRT 

f474T RRT) ^ «rm 80FFF 47t ( 4 ) ^ 

(iii) SRI Krl ^JpFRT! - 47T 3PTW 477^ ft 7 13^ 1997 ^ 
3TRR cT«TT 31 2002 ^Tl FRTTRT 3T4fa ^ fcR 7 FHsFT 

49. 311. 193 (3T),f49T4T 30 ^ 1999 cT»7T4rf.3TT. 1201 (3T) 
%147 1 fFFRR, 1999 ^ cT^TT t^' ^TPI 

( 4WlRi4) tt^' 7T4*fr fWT) ^ 3Tf^FTI3Ti ?R1 

9T4? ^ fat 7 747^7 ftffo TJcf -SRftrqPcld 47t 


33h ‘foFf $V)fFUl felfats ^ 

Fife:, RTsfpRR, 'TpTOtT 3 affuW*’ W [dldhl'iM f4RTT 
f, fJTR^T 4714^4 Tfe, FTf%eT 47 9RT, 

4RfrRR-382009 $ f; 

3^7 44Rh 4^4 FR47R ^ 177 3Tf4FJ44T e£ 37^44 ^ 
sIcriflsM Tlcff 94 pT^rtRTf c£ 3T4H RlfwHT T74 ^jpr Tf4TcT9 
^*94FT. 15(3)/2001-3TTf9tl^31T^tf^TRF 21-6-2001 ^ 
FT^cT T44 37kj)R|cb Tf]^f 3T^HlRFl f474T tj 

MHdli) ipRicl ^-7 ^TRTTeRT ^2011 ^ 

iFTfaeT 3TI^I 9247 ^ 3 Rf^ 37T^T f^TR> 21-2-2012 4 
4^0^ yrM^l ^R ®Tl^ =fi) ^FT ^ ^ 3T^pT RsTIeRT 

9??! ^ T^tT f^RFFl R ^R*, fURTt sfk "^WR 5 ^ 

f^T, '^TPTleRT ^ 371^4 ^ ^ ^ 34 ^ fe ' 44 1 4d) 

^ iWl I 8 FT (4 ) ^ 3T^q tfRl 80^T ^ ^ 3RRf?l ^ 
fe-q; 3frgftf4r^ ^qF^ 3Fftrqf%RT ^rr% f^rr # 1 

4? 3TpRJRRT ^ I^c-l h! /tTJRTt/ 3TRR/FR 3Tt<ThT7H, 4 ) TpRRT 
TFR ^ 3TT^J ^ f4R7T '4T FRFRIT 

I, # 3-fpRT RttuTm ^ 3T*ffa ^RTTeRT ^ 3K?T ^ SFJWFT ^ 

'^Rt^Wl'l I RF trj FPgqi 15(3)/20fil-3TI^ 31 ^ 

f^TT% 21-6-2001 ^ rlFcl RFc^ R RTF STTRt^T ^ qlftJFR 
fJRT f^RFH ^ W-T 3f%q Ppk ^ Rl -3T#T t I 

3RT: 3R ^RT 3TffeTpRRT ^'7 ^R1 H0^T9T ^T*TRT (4) 
(iii) SRI TT^rT VlPdddT TO TRTRl ^ ft 7 F«TI RPHt^T 
*i' s Kl f l ^TRTTcrRT ^ oFT^T ^ 

FR^TR (iii) ^ ^d^KI ^TFTFf ^6^44 

^TlRnd feiPUs, RTRFrR FR 1 f^FfFRT 174 3T^7f^?T F 4 T 
TRlfFTcl f4R{ 7# Ti) 3?f4 Fjf%cT 4Rdt t I 

3TFJ5TSJ 

^ f^H R7 fcTpr^F, Rf‘#FR £R1 T[W! 

3^41 Pl4> 741W ^ ^TRF FT747R 49 

y^M f=b4l 941 ■§■ 

1 . (i) 3dstiH 7 TiT FIR : il7R^ f^nTfs^ feifadg, 

(ii) TRTTTlRcT 3T4FSTF1 : FTf^-JeT, RTRpRR, TpRTcT 

(iii) aMteRT^49 smrel: 185 

(iv) ywifcld ^Rf^crllh 


4)1-6 °H efl^ ^Ifuct) 4)144)<rlIM 4 )| 

TTTanlFTt 4F9F 



Rciui 

96 " FT. ^RFT 7Wf 

w 



0) ( 2 ) (3) 

(4) 

(5) 

( 6 ) 

(i) 3 36 

367 

- 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(ii) 

6 

69 

691 

- 

fm 

(iii) 

8 

82 

820 

- 

33Mm)g RfRR 

(iv) 

8 

89 

892 

892.1 

■331^31 3333Z33ftft ftqiq. 


- Rg'*R ^ttt 

- FT2T gRg 


- ftdqgl RRRRR^/ 

- 33^41 oft $)H 3ftgRT 

- ft'^qldl/^Adl 3)qR 

- 37^3 wt 


(v) 8 89 892 892.2 gTTRR<^ IgggR gjgft: 

-W^R f^PTfrl *jfgZ 

(ioo Trimmer !#£) 

- ftraro 


(vi) 8 89 892 892.3 

-gg^fe/gg^gd^q 
fgfggRT iifftft: 

- gg'Jd) 3rft>qq£|</4|R3 

snfira rtr^th 


(v) aiVi)Plg> gqgpl ■% f^TTT ywiPdd 
3(i^di gPg 8)qg>ei R>) yfti^icidi 



gft yfd^lddJ 


: 91.38. UlcIVId 


: 8.62 yfd^td 


(vii) aftalPicb gft y^cTjfdd Tram J 50' ? 3pR 


(viii) i-Rdifqd gRT fgftRT (qrf?3 3RR 3) : 504.39 gRpR 

(ix) afteftfTO' RRtR gt fBR fgffo RRH : 450.47 ggfe 
R3 fft^T (Trf?T W*'A') 

(x) 3?ltl)Plg> WT ^ fgR fgf% ?1H : 504.39 RRfe 

■97 qrftg 3rei«WHi fgggR rt 

f^TT (TlfTT W1 'ft’) 

(xi> <HWlPig> Hl=h 37RR iftft gft ywifftd : [Ad^qi, 2001 


tM«r ("^331 tg7 gfpRgg ftdldg gRT 


Brft 373 fttgg rr qRsRi 15(3) /2001 - 

311^9) 33T^lt P\dl°h 21-6-2001 
ftT5r#@f f) 

2. Pgft^il Fh 4 ^i RTggg rt RKdlq Rb 4 ‘ftg> rt rr 

■HHg rlRJ^fgrftt 4)i'jd °F> 33dftd fqPiRg; f«63f! RTfilgHR gRI 


R3R$tf fftft?T RT 33Pdg|ftl RRcftg fftftYT $ %r 37^tftgq 

3PTO SFpftgg eTT^ fttfg Trft ggft R^fcT ^ 3RJSR 
STgRT 3ft RTRT fgRT BnR) I 

3. 133 33fR3JRRT g) "ftR (vii) ft* ^RnRsid W<sqi "4 
aMfw RFft ft gft fqRg it btA ^ rti ft 33fftfgRR ^ 

<9d4d gR crTIR yim fggr gfT 1? I 

4. ftqrft r*i<fdq iRftfftzt PhPh^U, rtvHrt 333 srRfg 
^ a?Ni)Pig> Rigt gg y^icrH br) i#m fBqrft 3TTRgR 

3TfafgR*3, 1961 gftgRT801TgrgftBRRRT (4) (iii) 

gft gfgftg BTR RRg f^TT f I 

5. Rfg RRR Ffft ^ftt Wlf^cT ftfa ^ T^T Cf4 ^ 3Tg3 
3fl^j)Pl«h W 7JF ^3T1, g) RTT 31^4Kd B?RcT iWt I 

6 . 3331 ^ 33RFR Ff ^TTRTT cT&TT ^33^ f^Rrfeq 
5^)R(dl fdPHis, T TTRpq T R 334l^dl f^R3T *ft yfdPsivM! 
qft fBq ^ rRF '3rU4l4t fWt, Rfg 

( i) 33T^gd Pd ^ oft 33TRR FT qft^g 33T47[< gRT 33gR)gq 
ggn tor bbt t, Tjm 3jxpn/fR«^iT bm^k! 
FPft t 33?3RT q^id 3JB3T 133ft’ Bgf gt 
iftcft t, 

(ii) R1 ^Vj)p|ch TTTRf ^ 33B3BH ^ft iBTT t fBRqft 
f^R fgR3t 33^7 3W gft BPR ‘ft STjfttgq 
it BRt 1=641 BT ^ohl ^ I 

7. gfg ■ftqrft fsh^ldq gqftfe^ fBfftftg, gf#RR 3^p l ^ 
RB? ( 3T«3fg 33FRWcrf 3Wl) BT 3TBBFT gB 33J3SBT fgRI 
3T^R- dHshH (33«3fg; -3TcTfRft BRsFR) gft 1W(dP<d =FRTT t, eft 

FRlTcRB ^ 73BR ftf 3H’d3W|4»df 'OB' 3TcfRgt ^ #g 
f^BTfgg BRR gft Rfg ^ 331»4 ^gg ^ 33d3 u !4vdt 
3Tgf3cft 3ft?ftfw 331iqdl "Rpqqidg, 3lk)Pl4) fttfg irq RR^g 
fRRg, ggft 7 ! RRg, fgggft-11 gft ddl RITRgl ^fgZ 
gft 3jfdd gitft I 

8 . 133 '33fR3JBgT "ft BfcrrlRsld BTeff gft 33T«3-33T«3 BT P»M 
BBIBR gRT BRt 33^ft)gg Rg FRegT 15(3)/2001 -33T^tjt Rof' 
33TfFt fggfgT 21-6-2001 "ft* VIlPMod ?T?ff gg R33 33gfg ^ 

^3H RlrR RRgT BTf?R fgRgft 133 RNdl ^ft 33grfg BIR RTRT 
fgR Bfft t' I Rfg ^33^ fgRfeg |9))p4dl PcdPH^, TTTRRRR 
fgRlt 4t ?Tg gg Hldd Rlt gR RRTT eft ^g 3U=hR FR^gg 
33gRlgg RTRR ^ RBcft t I 

9. ggg RRgTR gl 3TgHkd ^ fgRT RftRlBRT R3Tg Tft' 

fgR3t Rgftgg 33RRT RfgM -ft' aqfR^TB 33RRI 33pftgg7 gRI fgRft 
R3gRg g?R gft R gRft ^VjlPlcf, Rfgf gg 333 R) gH 

33RTR it BTRgT t 

[ 33fg7JgFgR. 13/2012/Rg. 33. 178/25/2005-33T^-I] 

3J3fR gTRf, sm Rfgg 
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(CENTRAL BOARD OF DIRECT TAXES) 
New Delhi, the 22nd March, 2012 


(iv) Proposed activites 

Nature of Industrial activity with NIC code 


(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 1121.—■•Whereas the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-1A of the Income-Tax Act, 1961 
(43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has 
framed and notified a scheme for industrial park, by the 
notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999 and S.O. 1201 (E) dated 1st December, 1999 
for the period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2002; 

And whereas M/s. Creative Infocity Limited, having 
office at Infocity, Airport Road, Near Indroda Circle, 
Gandhinagar-382009, has developed an Industrial Park at 
Indroda Circle, Gandhinagar, Gujarat; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Minsitry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15(3)/2001 -IP & ID dated 21 -06-2001 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification; 

And whereas the Hon’ble Gujarat High Court in its 
order dated 21 -2-2012 in Special Civil Application 9247 of 
2011 has directed the Central Board of Direct Taxes to 
notify the aforementioned industrial park for the benefits 
under Section 80-1A in terms of Rule 18C(4) of the Rules 
within one month from the date of the Court order without 
any further inquiry, subject to the condition that the 
Commerce Ministry does not revoke the approval already 
granted. This notification is issued in compliance to 
Court’s order subject to the final outcome of the SLP/MP/ 
RA/Stay. Application which may be filed against the 
aforesaid order of the Gujarat High Court. It is is also 
subject to the final decision regarding revocation by the 
Ministry of Commerce of the approval already granted 
vide letter No. 15(3)/2001 -IP & ID dated 21-06-2001; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-1A of the 
said Act and in pursuance of above noted order of Hon’ble 
Gujarat High Court, the Central Government hereby 
notifies the undertaking, being developed and being 
maintained and operated by M/s. Creative Infocity Limited, 
Gandhinagar, as an industrial park for the purpose of the 
said clause (iii). 

ANNEXURE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of 
the Government of India has been accorded for setting up 
of an Industrial Park by M/s. Creative Infocity Limited, 
Gandhinagar. 

1. (i) Name of the Industrial : M/s. Creative Infocity 

Undertaking Limited, 

(ii) Proposed location : Indroda Circle, 

Gandhinagar Gujarat 

(iii) Area of Industrial Park : 185 Acres 


NIC Code Description 


S. Section Division Group Class 



(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(0 

3 

36 

367 

' 

Computer hardware 
Manufacturing/ 
Assembling Units 

(ii) 

6 

69 

691 

- 

Hotels 

(iii) 

8 

82 

820 

- 

Residential Complex 

(iv) 

8 

89 

892 

892.1 

IT Outsourced 


services 

- Storage Mgt. 
Services 

- Date Centre 

- Network Mgt/ 
Security/Firewall 
Services 

- Application 
Services 

- Hosting/E-mai! 
Services 

- Server Farms 

(v) 8 89 892 8922 Software 

Development 

Units 

- Software Export 
Unit(100%EOU) 

- Domestic Software 
Dev. 

(vi) 8 89 892 892.3 IT Enabled 

Services 

- Call Centes/ 
Contract Centres 

- Medical 
Transaction Units 

- Legal Transaction/ 
BackOffice 
Operation 

(v) Percentage of allocable area : 91.38% 

proposed for Industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of land earmarked : 8.62% 

for commercial use 

(vii) Proposed number of industrial 50 Units 
units 

(viii) Total investment proposed 504.39crores 

(Amount in Repees) 

(ix) Investment on built up space 450.47 crores 
for Industrial use 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure 504.39 crores 
Development including 

investment on built up space 


[Will—IsFS 300] 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) _ 

for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of commencement : September 2001 

of the Industrial Park 
(as mentioned in the approval 
Letter No. 15(3)/2001-IP&ID 
dated 21-06-2001 issued by the 
Ministry of Commerce) 

2. Necessary approvals, including that for foregin 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force, shall be taken separately as per policy 
and procedures in force. 

3. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

4. M/s. Creative Infocity Limited, Gandhinagar shall 
continue to operate the Industrial Park during the period 
in Which the benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) 
of Section 80-IAof the Income-Tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

5. In case the Industrial Park did not commence within 
one year of the proposed date of commencement, fresh 
approval will be required. 

6 . The approval will be invalid and M/s. Creative 
Infocity Limited, Gandhinagar shall be solely responsible 
for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central 
Government contains wrong information/ 
misinformation or some material information 
has not been provided in it. 

(ii) It is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded in 
the name of another undertaking. 

7. In case M/s. Creative Infocity Limited, 
Gandhinagar, transfers the operation and maintenance of 
The Industrial Park (i.e. transferor undertaking) to another 
undertaking (i.e. the transferee undertaking), the transferor 
and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial 
Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, 
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog 
Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of the agreement 
executed between the transferor and transferee 
undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

8 . The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the approval letter No. 15(3)/ 
2001 -IP & ID dated 21 -06-2001 issued by the Ministry of 
Commerce should be adhered to during the period for 
which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The 
Central Government may withdraw the above approval in 
case M/s. Creative Infocity Limited,Gandhinagar, fails to 
comply with any of the conditions. 

9. Any amendment of the project plan without the 
approval of the Central Government or detection in future, 
or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material 


fact, will invalidate the approval of the Industrial 
Park. 

[Notification No. 13/2012/F. No. 178/25/2005-ITA-I] 
SURABHI SHARMA, Under Secy. (ITA.I) 

ftrrm 

7 RTft, 2012 

^T.3TT. 1122.—tMdfftF ftft ftfytflq ftffftm (WJ 

ftftl) ft aftftfWT, 1948( 1948 41 ) ftt *JKI 2 ft 

(^) ft ft, fts ft ftt. ■'ft. 

Vm, W ftt 7-3-2012 ft *lKcl ft ft' 

^FT^T 3TfeTft ft mcii fippr 

[ft. ft. 4330/1/2006] 
3TR. ft. ftffttfftqi, 3FTC TTfft* (ftftjFTC) 

MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
(CP V DIVISION) 

New Delhi, the 7th March, 2012 

S.O. 1122.—In pursuance of the clause (a) of the 
Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths 
and Fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government 
hereby authorize Shn G.P. Rayal, Assistant, Embassy of 
India, Lisbon to perform the duties of Assistant Consular 
Officer with effect from 7th March, 2012. 

[No.T. 4330/1/2006] 
R. K. PERINDIA, Under Secy. (Consular) 
7 tuft, 2012 

^T.3Tt. 1123.—ftft fttftftk ftffw ( WT 
ftft ftft) ft 1948 (1948 41) ftt tlRl 2 ft 

(^) ft ft, fts RFFR xr^Rl ft tw, 
UgNjcfc ftt 7-3-2012 ft 'TO ft cftucHWRL ft'WFFF 
ftlft^R ft etTcfc-q) ^F>T Hicn Rnft ft fciy, Ulfa'Jid 

^Rft t I 

[ft. ft. 4330/1/2006] 
3TR. ft. ftfftfen, 3RR Rfftf (ftftdt) 
New Delhi, the 7th March, 2012 

S.O. 1123.—In pursuance of the clause (a) of the 
Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths 
and fees) Act, 1948 (41 ofl948),the Central Government 
hereby authorize Shri Doonger Singh, Assistant, Consulate 
General of India, Dubai to perform the duties of Assistant 
Consular Officer with effect from 7th March, 2012. 

[No.T. 4330/1/2006] 
R. K. PERINDIA, Under Secy. (Consular) 
7 Rfft 2012 

^T.3TT. 1124.—TUHffth ftft ftftftfa ftfffttR ( 7FTO 
sfaftfa) ft 1948 (1948 ^T41) ftt *1RT 2 ft 



2714 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MARCH24,2012/CHAITRA 4,1934 


3^5 (^) ^ 3l^<u| 4, ^ TR'ohK M.d'v^kl # 

^1R, WFRF q4 7-3-2012 4 -RTm ^ 4 

WFTT 4>%rK 3Tf*PFRt ^ 4 kMT TR Wl ^rRT ^ %r 
30%%?! TOt f I 

[4. -£[. 4330/1/2006] 
3?R. 4l. 4fEfen, TrRrq (*R[vk) 
New Delhi, the 7th March, 2012 

S.O. 1124.—In pursuance of the clause (a) of the 
Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths 
and fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government 
hereby authorize Shri V.K. Krishna Kumar, Assistant, 
High Commission of India, Windhoek to perform the 
duties of Assistant Consular Officer with effect from 
7th March, 2012. 

[No. T. 4330/H2006] 
R. K. PER INDIA, Under Secy. (Consular) 


RFT3T 4?TvRT 


(ftrom) 
qf f^rft,.13 qTif, 2012 


^jT.3TT. 1125.—iU+lO T°4H (STOlfafTcT 3Tfd*ftM 
^ ) aifafqqq, 1971 ( 197! 40) ^4 *IRT3 4'qqq 

!?4W TR'hlt IJd^qRf 4)4 ^ q^ 

^ Wm (1)4 dPrvlfed 3TftRFTRt q4, ^ 

TNPTf^T 3lteRt ■% 3?f*RFRt 4ft ^ q>rB4frM , qqq 

srfaftqq q? qqftmsf tpkt a44qr4 Ih^m qqqt 4 ft! qqq 
3lfqf^m ^TRT 3KtT qq qqft qRqi 

afo 4cM difVl'til 4> qriVlH (2) "4 Rift ft qft'dftdV qRfi4 
^ wt 4 ^7^4 rT wftq #RT3tf ft- 4ftt TTTq 

3TRFFT4 qij 4ft qq qqq? cf) fquqftd RRm I 


atfcnchi 


3Tfaq,|(! qq 

-qfem r 4 ark 

s^riRtttr T»TF4q 44 ttti 

(O 

(2) 


■RRctto l%4tfw[ iPR, q^qT 

wft ftcftftlft) 

444fet 3T?-TqT ^71^ 3iqciT 

m*TH, RcFTI 

^R744 -4e 4 3Tfmi4RT 378^-^ 


qr fRrq qq i 


[TT. 4. 14-25/2010-4ftTM] 


fSRRtT 4*^ 3T5R qfqq 

MINISTRY OF HUMAN RESOURCE 
DEVELOPMENT 
(Department of Higher Education) 

New Delhi, the 13th March, 2012 


S.O.1125.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 3 ofthe Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised 
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Occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971), the Central Government 
hereby appoints the officer mentioned in column (1) ofthe 
Table below, being the officer equivalent to the rank of 
Gazetted Officer ofthe Government, to be Estate Officer 
for the purposes of the said Act, who shall exercise the 
powers conferred and perform the duties imposed, on 
Estate Officer by or under the said Act, within the local 
limits of his jurisdiction in respect ofthe public premises 
specified in column (2) of the said Table. 


TABLE 


Designation ofthe Officer 

Categories of public 
premises and local limits 
of jurisdiction 

0) 

(2) 

Registrar 

Premises belonging to, 

Indian Institute of Technology or taken on lease or 

Patna. 

requisitioned by or on 
behalf of the Indian 
Institute of Technology, 
Patna. 


[F. No. 14-25/2010-TS-I] 
PRISCA MATHEW, Under Secy. 


WeR U| TTcT R*M4| 

Tf ftc#, 12 ET4, 2012 

^T.3TT. 1126.~-^RTRdiK ) 7UTRM (7ftft?ITqq4q 
ft fftq qftq) firm, 1976 (W 1987) ft 

■pTET 10 ft qq-fqqq (4) ft- 3 TJ 7 t 7 1 J| "4’ Rufcpuy qcj qaf 
ftaciq ft qqrraftqr ftftEmftq 3 erto Rptpt ®*j4, 

Tf ftc# ftt, ftiH* 80 yfd^Ki 4 qqftft) 4 Wft qq 
*1H RTRT RR fvTRT t, STfa^Pdd qrftt 4 I 

11014/3 7/2011 -V. m (qq.) ] 

ft. Rq. -QTf. TT4R, TEjqq Tlfft* 
MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT AND FORESTS 
New Delhi, the 12th March, 2012 

S.O. 1126.—In pursuance of Sub-rule (4) of Rule 10 
of the Official Language (Use for official purposes of the 
Union) Rules, 1976 (As Amended, 1987) the Central 
Government hereby notifies Wild Life Crime Control 
Bureau, New Delhi under the administrative control of 
Ministry of Environment and Forests, where more than 
80% employees have acquired the working knowledge of 
Hindi. 


[No. E-l 1014/37/201 l-O.L.(Impi.)] 
B.M.S. RATHORE, Jt. Secy. 
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dHRi<wi rtr# afrr uicP*tPict, famui M*r?PJ 

( RTR?f #rtr) 

R? f^ft, 12 PRdH7, 2011 

^5T.3TT. 1127.—^l 7 ! 7RRR7 RR, f^rf%cT RlfRRRTt gRf ^ RRJR f## R7 #RR R7# # RTRIRRg RR1R1R i\ RRT t # 
■RRR ft#* R R#TR R#d (RpR # M 3rr^FTf?T %&) RTR v#7 RN RIRRj 3TfafRRR, 1976 ( 1976 RR 60) cT«41 RIR 3#; R1R RTRR? 
f RTS# RR R^lk'H) fRRR, 1987 # RRRRf # 3T^R t 3# f71 R1R Rlt RR1RRT1# ddldK RR# t# 3Rffa t}' RRR RTS?T 
RRT?# RRTR T#1T 37)7 M#R ##*#!#' ^ 3RRRR #7T RglR RTTRl #41; 

3TTT:, 3TR, ##R 7T7RR7, 7RR 3##TRR R5t RT71 36 Rif RR-RT71 (7)3# ‘3R-RRT ( 8 ) g)R RRR 71#!# RR RR# R# 
RR #TR RWR R#cf!7R RR, RlRRlRtRIsf, fcfRT# RR7, RTRTcpSrTl-364515 (RR77R) gTTT fa I'd fad W-iR RRl4cTl (RR1#T1 
Rif-HI) R# "rIRR-# [II ’'•‘fTlcTT ^ 31#477^#|R R+RRlf#! R#R RRRRRI p3RdRTRRI?R) <¥> RTScR RR, fR7T#RFRTRR 
RiR ’' Rt. RR. TJR* 1 t (## ^Th# W# RTSd R-Sl'RRlI) 3# fa# ^H^RlvT fRgf 3# RR #/09/10/115 RR^f#T 

TRRT RRT t, R^MKd WI-R R!R RT#) i I 

RRR RTSd falRR #1 RRR7 RR R17 #1 33TRlf# 377RRlfdrf RTeR 3WRI (^RTTCIR ei^R) t I |7T# 3ifaRRR 
h{RRT 30 fR.TTl. t #7 ^JRRR ?^] HX) TTf; t I TTfRRR RNRIR 3RRRT #) 5 TIT. f I gRR RR smtogeH #RR t fRRRR 7TR- 
Rld^ld oRRRRRRTcRR Rif# STT^RcJcrM 5TRTR ^ I RRR71 R^R 4 r -SN# (^cl ^ #) Rg?T dlcrH RfRlTR TRgffld RRcTT % I c5M<+i<' ! [ 
230 #73 #1 50 ^ yrMWdl RRI f^cl 3T4FT R7 R# RRclT t I 



3R^#-2 : Rfeel # 3fH?T4 RR4 RR ‘SRRJTR I 

RTSt RU; ^ RlfcriO RRR fr-RIR RR ##FT # t I Rfelrl “# #d«<V RT# ^ RRRR RR 

RR# #3RFRg STRiJIH TiqRRd #71 RR1 f I 

RRRRR R #f7#7H ^ f#j; RfR f | RTfff ^Pd^H fRF RfR # ## # fdR R/# 4#^^ R# R feR f#R 
Rl #R W t I 

3TR ##R RRR7R 7RR RfRfRRR Rfl RRT 36 R>t RR-RRl (12) gRl RRR ##Rl R4 RR# Ri# RR R? R^RRl Wl t 
fRT 7RR RTSeT # 3TRR#f ^ ^F1 RRTR-RR # 3## 7# # Pi Mid I gRI R# f«*W, feRT^T # 3RJRR 3# 7# RIRRt ^ #RR 
7RR R^Rlf# R#df fR#RW fRTRT RR7 %, fRPd'ftd R# «J#TRR1 ^ ^ ?f #T, RR1«#1 3# R-l40ldd ^ c#R ^RRRR # #f # 
i or fR.Rl. R 2 m clRT # “I” RH ^ fdR 100 ^ 10,000 RR1 Rlt #1 if 7RRIRR ‘R1RRH 3#M (RR) 3# 5 TH. R1 ^7# 3lf?7R7 ^ 
‘ ‘ ^ ” RR # #R 500 ^ 10 ,000 cTRl Rfft #1 ^ ■HcRIMH RTRRH 3RRTR (RR) rUr 50 fRT.TH. RR7 #1 3#4RRR 51RRT Rlc^ f 3^7 
“i" RTR 1x10 s *, 2x10* RT 5x10*, t, # RRTfRR RI RtRTRTRT RR# R1 7]^R # TTRRrR t I 


[RR. #^s^RR-21(103)/2010] 
#. RR. f#71Rl, fRfRRl RN fRWl 
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MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

New Delhi, the 12th September, 2011 

is satisfied that the model dcscribed^h^ t0 by prescribed aulhorit y 

the Standards of Weights and Measures Act 197 f, tao nf 1 Q7A^ g . u 6 ° 1S ln conform,t y Wlth the provisions of 
Models) Rules, I987 and ,he saTd modeMs liket t ma „,I T ' he ° f WeightS a " d (Approval of 

accurate service under varied conditions; ' S accuracy over P eriods of sustained use and to render 

XT™ ZT" <7 i r <•> ««.«. 

instrument (Tabletop type) with digital indication helnn . . C ?■ ap / ,rova tbe mode * or non-automatic weighing 

and with brand name “BM GROUP” (hereinafter refe *° Madlum Accuracy (Accuracy class-ill) of series “BM-TIII” 

Group, Madhwaniwadi sSagar T^’ manUf " M/s Bhupatmi Manilal 

nivajt magar, bavarkundla-364515 (Gujrat) which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/115 

maximum capacity cd*30kg ai^mhhnrnnvcapachy of looT^ie° n " a f t ° l r' at ' C ^ »»> a 

a 100 per cent subtractive retainedeffect The nlhr Lu “T SCa,C ,nterval « 5g I, has a tare device with 
instrument operates on 230Volts, 50Hertz alternative current'power'suppiy ’ d ' SP ' ay md ' CateS ^ Weighing reSU '‘ The 

Figure-1 Model 



figure-2 : Schematic diagram of sealing ofthe model. 

sealing^;: d ^S^twrS re fr ° m ,he b0dy ° f,he SCale thrOUgh h0iCS A W' cal -hematic diagram of 

d ,sab,i:r;“:^nl“"' rol ,0 Ca ' ibra,i0n A d ' P ^ has P " in A® card/mo,her board 

hereby dec'lares^haUhlswrtificate^o^^rot^oTdie^aid'M^d^ 11 ^ ^ 0ptbe Act, the Central Government 

accuracy, performance 3,50 C ° VCT ' he We '8 h '"» of similar make, 

interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10000 for ‘e’ value of 1 OOm^toT^^H ^ u° 5 °^ W ' th number of verificati on scale 

r^ige of 500 to 1 0,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘e’ value of Ld ^^xlO^ot^Sx * nterval (n) * n the 

whole number or equal to zero manufactured hv : ’ 2 0 5x 0 . ’ k bem S th e positive or negative 

materials with which, the approved model has been manu^eT”'^ aCC ° rdanCe Wlth the same P^nciple, design and 


[ F. No. WM-21 (103)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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#f##, 12 P4dH7, 2011 

W.37T. 1128 — ##4 717497 49, fafOd #449# £T7T 3# TTRTrT ## 47 #417 47# # 4?4R 4? 7T4T4T4 # 441 1 f# 
344 f## # ##T ##41 (## # # 37T#4 #7#) 413 #7 4T4 4T94T 37f#944, 1976 ( 1976 49 60) 44T 413 #7 414 4H47 
(4T5# 49 3FpfcT) #44, 1987 # 344# # 34J7R #4T44T t #7 trOlldk 44# 47[ 3T#4 4 # 344 #541 

447#1T 44R #H 3# f##4 4f#7#4# # 39^4d 7#T 49H 4774T #91; 

374:, 314 ##4 777497, 344 37fa#44# 4T7T 36 #39-4171 (7) #9 34-4171 (8) £171 ## # 49 W1 47# ftT 
#7# 'tRcTFT 4#4fT4T ^T, 4T44T#4T#, P*M# 997, 7TT47*p59Tl-3645!5 (‘J3R1?T) £171 OfPdftd 4*44 (44T#TT 

99-111) 91# ”#F7-# in” #479 # 3#74T7j49#54 3TFf^ci RrR <m<«i (#347# 3R4) #49, f#4# 4r*5 
49 4T4”#. 9# 7R”t (f4#^'f4#474R399 4T5R97R99Tt) #7 f## 373#<R f#f 3# TR #/09/10/116 TT^t^Tcl 
#74T 447 t ( 3^Mf<9 44FT-49 r# 417# t I 

344 4#4f f#f9T #1 ^rr 9T7 #41 3Tr?4TlTcT 3T744Tf9I4 #419 34477 t 9 (T#TO 3IRT) t I 3lf49799 

spftt iooo f#.Tn.t 3 # $7441 4 f#r.m i i 774949 toh 3497141 00 200 tit. 1 1 ^7# 9 # arn^'cH ^#9 t P*iu4i 

419 yPctfid 949.41917997 #79 371#R4R 9914 f I IFF! 3c7H4> 5T#5 (TRT ^ #) 9£# 7TT4R 4i#!iq 3M#$ld 97791 t I 
3W1 230 #193 3# 50 5^ 9999# 9171 f45J9 9£T9 "97 4# 977911 I 



3Tl^rf%-2 —FfecT # 7##T ^I #5RTO 5l4iH4 


Ps*H<# #t 41# ^ # #[#1 9197 Pd4>!9 977 f574d # 7R2 7TT^/^ 77R5 TllPdO ^ t I feP# ^7T R# 3# 
779 =647 # ^ #77 # 1 'dl-SI M4I 7R #77 4l4< R ^Nt ^<1 ^ Pi'Tild '477 #77 ^ #ST 941 % I #S77 # 7Tt774^ TF# 

F 394^7 471 R77 y^9l #Jldl4<S -SI44IH 77#44 #41 441 ^ I 

7794774 ^ # #R 417# 4f4 t I 4T#t ^Pd4VH 7T41 4|4 # tN# # #R TJ/# 4#/^ 4# 4 f#T f#4 

# #41 441 £ I 

#7 ##4 ‘77747R ^44 ##444 # 4171 36 # ^4*4T7T (12) £R7 44x1 #44# 44 44# 4# ^ #^pjn 47# i 

# -344 #S77 # 375#R # ^77 W4-44 # 374# 3# f#4#4T ^T71 4# f##cT, fe^lO # 3R7TR #7 ^# 744# ^ #T7# 
<744 3R##4 4T577 44 f### f#4T 4411, PcjPdftd 4# J^#77T # ^# # #7, 447#T #7 44#TT774 # 4#R 444774 # 

# 5 4T. 41 37# #44T # “^ M 4H # #R 500 ^ 10,000 447 # #1 744144 4T44T4 #47RT (R7) 7T%4 50 f47.4T. ^ 5000 

f#.4T. 447 4^ #44794 ^441 4# t 3# M f 414 1x10*, 2x10* 41 5x10*, # t, # 44Tr447 41 4R44T4T RT# 41 ?JR # 
774^44 f i 

[44.# ^R2R4-21( 103)/2010] 
#. RT. #f#4, t4#T47, t#447 4N t#44 
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New Delhi, the 12th September, 201 i 

S.0.1128. Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication, of Medium Accuracy (Accuracy class-111) of series BM-PIU” and with 
brand name “B.M.GROUP” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s Bhupatrai Manila! Group, 
Madhwaniwadi, Shivaji Nagar, SavarkundIa-364515 (Gujrat) which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/116; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with a 
maximum capacity of 1000kg and minimum capacity of 4 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 200g. It has a tare device with 
a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The iight emitting diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The 
instrument operates on 230Volts, 50Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-J Model 



Figure- 2 Schematic diagram of sealing of the model 

Sealing is done on the right side/back side of the display by passing sealing wire from the body of the display. The 
seal is connected by whole in base plate & top cover of display, than seal wire is passed through these two holes attached 
with seal. A typical schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has been provided in A/D card/mother board to 
disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government 
hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of similar make 
accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50kg up to 5000 kg.with verification scale interval 
(n) in the range of500 to 10000 for‘e’value of 5g or more and with ‘e’valueof Ixl0\2xl0 k or5xl0 k , wherek isa positive 
or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, 
design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[ F. No. WM-21 (103)/201OJ 
B.N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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Rf f##, 5 3TRRRT, 2011 

3TT.3TT. 1129,—R#R WsftX RR, f#RR RTfRRIKf gRT RRJR ttq^ m f^R RI# ^ R^RTR/R? TFRTRTR # RRT f fRI 
f#f2 R Rf% RfSet (R# gf # 3RRlfR ^t£*) RH 3# RTR RTRR7 3TfafRRR, 1976 ( 1976 RR 60) cTRT RTZ 3?k RTR RTRRI 
(RTS# RR SFjqfgR) Iwr, 1987 ^ RRRRf' ^ 3TpiR t #T?R Rlrf # RRTRRT t fRI RFTTRR RR# # 3#%! # # RRR RTSeT 
R«TT«fcTT RRTR T#RT 3^k M^FT Rftf#TfcTRf "3 3H^fKl ^RT RRTR RTRTT T#RI; 

3TcT:, 3TR, ##R TRRTR, 3TfRf'TRR # RTR 36 Rif RR-RTR (7) 3#ZR-RTR (8) gTR ##TRt RR RR# RI# fF; 
#., f¥re# R. 57#, 7TTR R*. 5, R5RRTT #-3TTR SUftOI RlRIRZt, fRRR Ref R#TIRZf, fe# RRR-4 Rf#TR 
(#e) ( ^5f^-104 gTR rdPlffid R# RRTsfRT (Rt;,4cTT Rff-II) RTef ^<21 ell Ri 3TR7RT ^RR R%cT 3RRRTf#T clleH 

RRRRR (^RH2TR ZTfR) Ri RTSeT RR, fdRRf RR RTR “ % (fRR f# ^RRf H^RI^RRR Hl-Sel RTF! RRT t) 3# 

## SFpkR fRf 3# RR #/09/l0/71 RRf^RFT fRIRT RR1 t, RFJRfgR RRFT-RR RRf RRcft f I 

RRR RfSeT RRT f#pT RR RRTR RTT RR RTTRTfcl 3RRR#FT R#R RRRRR (tRRTZPT RRRT) t I ^R# RfRRRTR 
^RTRi 30 f#.RT. t 3# RJRRR ^TRTTT 100 RT. t I TRcRTRR RTRRTR 3RRRT (|) 2 RT. t I RRT 3TT*fRgeTR Rf# t fRRTRR 7TR- 
RfR^TR oRRRFTRfrRRT Rif# 3r#RReTR RRIR 1? I RRTT7T RTTT#T ^IR# ( U,d^1) R# RfeTR Rf#TTR RRgf#T RRrfT i I RRRRRT 
230 #cZ 3# 50 RRR ReRIRR? RRT RRIR RT R# RRRI t I 



3TT#R-2-Rt5el # #f#I R# RR RtRRTR^ RTRRTR 


flR#RffRT#^##f#TRTRTfRRTTeTRR#F^^TT^RI1^4RIRI^R'#f#TRft#t I feFR # #2 3# ZN 

gfloR #^I # #ST RRT "f, RR #el RTRT ^R "4' 'R f#FTeT RR #eT ^ RTST RRI f I HlSel R>f #eTRg RRFl ^ 

ZRRR RR TT3^ R^Rt RVRRTR^ RTRRTR 34T1RR fgRT RRI t I 

RRRTTRT #fe#?IR # f#; RT# R^R "t I RT# '%ftr1^H RRI R^R # T^R# ^ f#^ R/# RT#/RTc^ R# ^ #R f#R 
sft fgRI RRT i? I 


3###RmRTRRRR 3TfRf#R # RTR 36 Rif RR-RTR (12) gIRRRR ^iPrRrT RF RR# RI# fF R? #RRT RRcff t 
fRI ZRR HUel ^ 3T^RtRR ^ fR RRTR-RR ^ 3## R# foiPinfcll glR R# f#gTR, "fe^R ^ 3T^RR 3^T Z# RIRTff f## 
ZRR 3RJRffRR RTSeT f^fHOfR f#RI RRT 1?, fRpifHd Z# ^Otell ^ RT ^RI, RRI*#! 3fk RTFfRIRR RleTR "3RRTRR Rt fffR # 
1 #.RI. ^ 50 fR.RT. RRI ^ "V RTR ^ 100 ^ 50,000 RRI Rif TR ^ RlfRlRR RTRRTR 3TRTFT (1^) 3fk 100 fR.RT. RT 

3TfRRI ^ RTR ^ f#T; 5000 50,000 RRI R?t #1 ^ RTRIRR RTRRTR 3TRTM (RR) ^1%R 50 fRI.RT. RRI Rif 3#IRIRR 8TRRT 

R# f .3^ “I” RTR 1x10^, 2x10*, 5x10*, ^ t, # RRTcRRI RT ^'JlIrRR) R#RI RT RJ^T # TfR^eR f I 


[RR. R. RR-21 (09)/2010 ] 

Rf. RR. Rff^R, f#FTRI, fRfRRI RTR f#TTR 
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[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 5th October, 201! 


S.O. 1129.— Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and' Measures (Approval of 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the mode! of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of High Accuracy (Accuracy class-II) of series “GSJ” and with brand 
name "GSC” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s Galaxy Scale Co. Building No. 57/B, Shop 
No. 5, Udakka Co-op Housing Society, N. Pearl Society, Siddarth Nagar-4 Goregaon (W), Mumbai-104 which is assigned the 
approval Mark IN D/09/10/71; 


The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Tabletop type) with a 
maximum capacity of 30kg. and minimum capacity of 1 OOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare device with 
a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The light emitting diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The 
instrument operates on 230Volts, 50Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 Model 



Figure- 2 Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model 

Sealing is done on the right side/back side of the display by passing sealing wire from the body of the display. The 
seal is connected by whole in base plate & top cover of display, than seal wire is passed through these two holes attached 
with seal. A typical schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government 
hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument of similar make 
and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg. and with number of verification scale interval (n) in the 
range of 100 to 50,000 for e value of lmg. to 50mg. and with number of verification scale interval (n) in the range of 5000 to 
50,000 for l e’ value of lOOmg. or more and with 'e' valuelxl0 k , 2xl0 k or 5xl0 k , k being the positive or negative whole number 
or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same 
materials with which, the approved Model has been manufactured. 

[ F. No. WM-21 (09)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrolog) 




[RFUI—TRRg 3(ii)] 


RRRTOWiR 24,2012/^ 4, 1934 


2721 


R^fa#, 5 3TTOIRT, 2011 

TOT.3TT. 1130.—TRTOR TO, fafaT RlfRTOTt ‘gTCT TO^ RRpT fafa RT fRTOT TO*} RRT t fa 

^ fafa 3 Rf% RfecT (TO# #t R^ TO^f# ##) ^3|l¥l RHTO STfafalR, 1976 X 1976 TO 60) RRT TOZ afa RTR RHTO 
(Tfcff TO ^HKH) faTR, 1987 ^ ^rqfat^r' ^ t afa w TOR TOt ‘RRRRT t fa d J lldl< RRfr ^fl 3RTfR # r| TOTOT RT5H 

RRT#TO TOTTTT 7TORT afa f#f*FT Rfrfarfatf # TOR^TOI -fan W7 TOTcTI T#RT; 

3TcT: m totoh thtor, toto arfafaR to! rrt 36 to! tor-tott (7) 3fa tor-tott (8) srt Tifafa to wi tot# ^ 

farR farof! T#HT TO., fafes'i R. 57/fa, ^iTh R. 5, aech^l TO1-3TTR TOBfRR T^Rmd!, fRRT Ref T-rtTHNdl, f#«&i s 4 i j k-4 

(^pr) ; -gsf^-104 gRT fcfafa R*RR W«fa (TO# TOf-IIl) TO^ “Rffafa” *f3cR ^ afaTO7£|R Rf?R aRTOTOfacT cffeH 
<m<» l ( ^e!4 I H R|^R) ^ RTSH TOT, faffa TOHg TO RTR t (fa# T*fa RTTO^RTO RTSH i?lTO t) 3#T 

far! 3 ^^hKR faf 3R^ RR #t/09/l 0/72 -HH^J’aR'ICI faRT RRT 1?, RRFTORR RkI TO<d) 1? I 

RTOT Rfae1 TOR ffa^TcT faf RTOT TO RR #H TOTOfTcT 3RTORTfa<T cTHR RRTOTOT (faHHTR TOT) t I fRTOt atfRTOTR 
8RHT 30 fa.TTT. afa ^TRR STRcTT 100 RT. f I RTOTRR RTRRRf aRRHT (4) 5 RT. t t TO aTTtfajTOT ^faf t faRTOT TO 
yfcIVfcl TOTOeRTcRTO TOfTcT aTRlVcfeH RRTR 7? I y°hm TOTHfa -SIrIs (y.el^-sl) y^?l dleH h!< u IIH dH^Rld TOT7TT % I RRTOTOT 
230 #TO£ afa 50 TOfa TOTTOf RRT TOR RT TOT# TOTRT t I 



C»C Vf -' '■• •- 


A^72« 





aroRT-2-Rfec3 Rit Tftffar RR^ to ^ttor 

farfa TO! RTSt R Rtfan TORT fTOeT TOT ferfa ^ TT^R TO^/tTO TO^g- TftfaR TOt R^ t 1 faffa TOt #R TO 3^T 
HJtf -^crr ^ ^ TTfa TO! TOteT RRT t, RR TTfa TORT ^R #fa #" T^ fRTOTTO TOT Tlfa ^ fagT RRI f I Hl-Sel TO! ffalRR TOT^ 

^ TqRR TO T^TO TORt ^TRRTR ^RTfal fRRT RRT t I 

jRR>TTO ^ fa^ TO?f! RfR f I TOWTf fafa^TFT rTTO R^R TO) ^ faR R/5t TOT^/TOT Rf^ feR fafR 

Rt KRT RRT t I 

.^TO^RTRTOT^TO aTfafWTTOt TOTI 36 TOt^R-RRT (12) ^Rf R^tJ TTfaTRf TO RRfR TOT^ fR TO RfaTO TOTcft t 

fa ^tot Rfaei TO ar^rfar ^ frr rrfi-rr ^ afaf^ fafarfa ^rt tor! tafa froro^R ^ agRR arfr tor! rihr! ^ farr^ 
totot ar^Rffar rt^to f^PiRlm faro rrt t, fafafa tor! ^faren ^ ^ # ifa, RTO«fa a?R tof4rto ^ RTO tortotr Rt #t #! 
100 fR.RT. ^ 2 m cTTO ^ RR ^ faR( 100 ^ 10,000 RTO TOt fa $ TRRTRR RTRRH aTcRTef (R^)3fa 5 TO. RT TOR^ arftTTO 
TO m |” RH^ fm, 500 10,000 RTO TOf fa TRRTRR RTRRTR afcRTel (R^T) 7#R 50 fa.RT. RTO TO! affRTORR STRRT TO# t a^T 

“^ M RR 1x10^, 2x10^ RT 5x10^, ^ t, #! TORcRTO RI TO°lTcRTO ^ifa RT 7JTO ^ t I 


[TO. -R. ^^-077-21 (09)/2010] 
Rt. RR. ^tfacT, fR^TTTO, faRTO RTR faTTR 
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New Delhi, the 5th October, 2011 

, saUsfied L' ^ T" ‘° " ^ 

the Standards of ’Veights and Measures Act 1976 (60 of 107 ft\'? U !i e t h' V « n j 10 ^ '^ m conformity, with the provisions of 

“•*« »f«, „» ,. id st 

accurate service under varied conditions; * P or susta,rkd u se and to render 

Centra, ? Tt W 1“ “ ^ «* 

instrument (Table top type, with digital indication of Medium Accural (Accuracy cl'asl Hhtp<5-"“«?“! We ' gh ' ng 

approval Mark IND/09/10/72; " oregaon(W), Mumbai-104 which is assigned the 

maximumc'apac'ityonokgand'minhnun^c^paclwof ^OOfi 3 ^ ’"T""* «**) with a 

a 100 percentsub^ractivefetahiedHtareEffect 2 The^ioh^emitthi^lode^FDi d'' nI | CrVa *' SdaS3 * are dev ’ ce with 
instrument operates on 230Vola, SOKertz alternative current power supply ' SP ^ wclghln P resu " The 

Figure- 1 Model 



-wr avainig piuvision 01 tne model 

sea, ,3 con::^'^::r m<■« body lhe dispkty. The 
w„h seal. A typical schematic diagram of sealing provision of the modd is^ven ' hr ° U8h *** ,W ° 

to disab,e^“temal clTatlon^' A SWi ' Ch haS a ' S °P™' ded '» A/D cardit/mother board 

hereby declares that this ccrtificate P of a^rovdlrfdte'lddNtodel'shall ds^ovenhe w" 1 ' ^ *' Ce '" ra ' GovernmenI 
and perfomtance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg and with numhe f ^r" 8 ,nslrument of slmllar make 
range of 100 to 10.000 for •*> value of I OOmg to 2g andwi h ni!nh2" f r of ^"flcaMon scale interval (n) in the 

10.000 for V value of*, or more and w^ e^luf wo^.o™^5x 0 T ^ 1 ^ ' V^' (D> “ ^ ™ ge ° f500 * 
equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in acLlee wuh the same * h °' e " u K mbcr or 

materials with which, the approved Model has been manufactured. P P ’ d gn 3nd W,th the same 


[ F. No. WM-21 (09)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 





' *n!l II—T§pr5 3(ii) ] 


24 , 2012 /^ 4 , 1934 


M 5 3T^T, 2011 

w Mi ft 4*19 97571 (#3 4 M sir*l9 4i) « afa w -RFW «WI, 1976 (1976 99 60) 9*7t to. afa 919 TO 
; W 95 3739)59) fw7, i9X7 * Tiofttf 4 37379 % A jz ara 4) wra I f4 7191977 
usfieftn 9491 71801 A fafa=i oftfisifiraf ft 99399 ft97 skp 9T79I 7501 ; 

WI:. 318 44(9 WSt, WS AM 9ft W 36 9ft 99- W (7 ) sfa 99- 84 ( S ) 5TO 4f=lM' 90 TTftftl 977ft 13 
~9ft iftM 7*71 4„ ftftSO 4 57.9ft, w? 9. 5, TOWI 4>-4W WftftO Tl)T7t9H), 7997 94 707093), TOT*) W-4 9ftoT9 
. 973), 49#- 104 5171 ftMtol 9«98 XTOPfcH (wfal 99 ill) 9771 «faSI 4 «** 7£99 7#a W597T779 9)<94 

«9TF9 (£971919 3159) 4 9f57I 99, ftlM 9195 99 919 "^TUftT t (fftft 5*4' 57(4 9T919.999 9197= «9 9911) SU 
;-(iTi 3TJ17R9 f9f 3H5 99 4)/09.'10/73 WHJ^W 1491 991 Tj, 3739(59 J999-99 unit 997ft t I 

999 913571 119 ; f4y9 T9 9997 99 9(7 4?! 309979 317841^3 91719 999T9 (Tkq-.lft 9997) 5 I 599ft 3if89K(9 
-49P 1000 [T ill, t 3f)T 19909 30731 4 fe.~ ft ( 7179199 9(9919 31917171 (ft 200 T. ft I 599 5T KTllfTl 3)99 5 fT/TT i 
715 TfiOmi *797191979, 8lf79 3oft9g719 9919 t I 9997197T>497 <SI9te (1^!) 954 4719 OfTW 995149 9991ft I 39999 
2J0 VtrZ 3k 50 -STc^mf VTO 3m VI ^ ^ToT t I 



30<f»fd-2—Hl-Scl ^tfrFT 4 tT^ mPJF3 

fe79ft 9ft 91^)4 4 Tftf#! 9197 f99971 99 fe7^ 4 7159 7715^/497 705S 4 7ftf%9 9ft 9^t I fePT) 9ft 4(7 4fe 37k 

C!9 9^7 4 ^5 T 77)71 9ft 9)ST 9911, 99 77)71 9197 59 44'7^)'ft'4 f99971 917 77)7( T 9tel 9911 I TI575 9ft 77)7195 999 

svvv m v^v\ ^nhh«<; wi 4 h0«ki fm wi t i 

if vt* 1 1 wsrt m v£a ^ ^ ^ ^ Vtifwz v\i 3 ^ 

«ft fm m 11 

3?17 44)9717997 999 37fftfW7 9ft 8T7T 36 4) 99-8171 (12) OT 959 7lf999) 99 99)9 99ft ft)95 4991 T79) t 

f4 999 TfeTl 4 373459 4 577 T9m-99 4 379ft9 97ft ^9)91 591 97ft fOT9, t)S9159 4 373797 .3717 979-Hraftft^lTft 

999 37J7)f59 ftfen fftMftO f4919911, Wlffe 97l) «jl879 4 4ft 4 ft97, 9*9*)9I 3^7_9n7t017H 4TltTH 39999 9)544 
5 9T 91 99ft jftOT 4 "5" TR 4 T7T9 500 ft 10,000 991 9ft fto ft 799199 WTR 77797171 (99)34 50 14.91. 71 5 000 14. 
19,997 9ft 37f99Kl9 519919lft t 37*7 “ f 919 1*10*, 2x10* 91 5x10*, 41, 4 99197=0 91 97919797 ^ 91 *pt 4 779379 

f I * 

[ 1757 . R m^^-21(09)/2010] 
^t. m rH^I+', f^f'm W4 





2724 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MARCH24,2012/CHAITRA 4, 1934 


[Part II— Sec. 3(i£] 

New Delhi, the 5th October, 2011 

is satisfied Sa<4emoddd^rlbedhi n tfie Si'd rroortJsee^ttie'fiew'eTi 1 '^ s ?* >m ' tt ^ l0 .*’ by prescribed authority, 

the Standards of Weights and Measures Act 1976 <60 nf 19761 8 A i ! " ' S ln confonnlty ' Wl,h ,he provisions of 
Models) Rules l987 and theV^ l^„, ' l , . } a " d ,he S,andards and Measures (Approval of 

accurate de nude" ‘ " ke ' y ,0 “ " S ° Wr >* ri ° da use andTo render 

Centra, ?Tt * 36 ° fSaid *«• * ha 

No.5,UdakkaCo-op **^ N ° 57/B ’ Sho P 

approval Mark IND/09/73; agar ^ oregaon ( w )> Mumbai-104 which is assigned the 

maximu. ^ i “ t < Platfo "" «*> ^ a 

with a i00 percent subtractive retained tare effect The liaht f V ?' i 03 !,' 0 " ^ Caeinterval ^ e) ls 200 g- 11 has a tare device 
instrument operates on 230Volts, SOHertz alternative cu^ent^r su^ly ' d ' SP ' ay ' he Weighing 11,6 

Figure-1 Model 



Figure- 2 Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model 

seal is connected b/whouTin'basep^ate a^d top'cover of displm than^ea” 1 * ^ ea -' ng W ' f *1 *T 0rnthe body °P d>e display. The 
wid, seal. A Epical schematic diagram of sealing provision of tk model is giZaZe ® tW ° h °' eS 

to disable^access^'extemal caZahorT^ 0 ' ‘° Cal ' brat ' on ' ^ di P sw ' ttb ^ as a l s0 b een provided in A/D card it/mother board 

aSSSSSS™ 

interval (n) in the range of500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’valuelx0?* o> ^^6°" “f 

[ F. No. WM-21 (09)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 


i 
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31 3TR^R7, 2011 

W.3CT. 1132.~~^Rfa*TFFRRR,1¥^RTfRRRft-^^R^f^R*f^Rrtf ^RTRT^R^WRH^RRltfa 
RRR M2 3 Rf^RT RTScT (2H Rt R^ 3TRfrfa t^#*) W 3rk RIR Rppp RfRfRRR, 1976 (1976 RR 60) W RR a*k RTR RRRT 
(kfeetf RR aiJR^H) fRRR, 1987 ^ RRRRl ^ 3T^R t kh^TRIRR^t RR7RRT t % d'lldU Mr RTf RRfa k' *ft RRR Rfecl 
R^lF-fOT RdlM, «^MI 3rtr fRfaFT mRR-^RirT k* 3 L i^ c KI kRl 5 Km «Mdl TIvRT; 

3FcT:, 3R R^fa RRRR7, 1?RR 3TMRRR Rft RKT 36 R>t RR-RRT (7) 3?k 3R-RTR (8) £RT VlfaM RR RRlR RTT^ |TT 
Mf ^TRcl faWHl, Rt-135, R'f<iR»W S^lod Tt £z r TT^ r) tt« rf|, (^r^), ^-400086 ^RI MrM 

"^t^T-3TR 100” ^ 3T^F5F ^rlw * 4 ^TER TR^’ ’ ^ RT^T RR, RR RTR' 'ttr^M” % (M W$ 

wwt) 3^k tkk STfqfcR fRf 3R^ RR ^/09/1 1 /53 RWR^fVl'd f^RI RRT %, STRRkR RRFR-RR M 

RMt I 

W RTSFT M SR?! %RT R^T” RNR ^RRRR t *R RTRTRR RTR RRRT ^TRl f affc RTRt eJRT ^R RT^ ^ RTRT ^ RkTR %et 
Rt FTRR R#RT f I Ulcf^fH^ WT RT RlfM ^KT RT^T, RR R?[ R^ 3Tk fRRfftcl FRfe k RTR RT RR; FTRR RR 

Wi t kt RlfafRl RJrRT R? 3FJSH Rf{{R> Rlt k FRRR t 1 Rfoc RR Ttf^R RRR7T 46H«f<fr S I R t qg (R^^) £RT Mt 

t t ^R*ft Rte RR %R2T 1400 FtT^R Rfa feMRT R7 RrTRT I I ^%ZT R 5 3TRT -3rfRRuTR fRvRRT F[RR c£ fRTR, 4 36^ 
3TTRRRTR RRlft ^ M -3?R 4 33RT 3TfRRRTR FfRR RRTfR ^ %R t ! 



3R^-2~Rfe^^RtfkRRTRRHRRktfkR ‘STRRTR 

kkl 3T17 MR ^ FlcRTRR ^ f^R fRR RR Rt 1^1 Rlk k k crftfeR RTR7 fRRRM RTt flRC RTRR RT^ k RlfeTR 
Rit : 4lcfl ^ I Rlc4 ^ IRiR, f«Ml M)d< R^ fe|)<Hl R?t 'RT RRuR I HpSd R^l RtrfRR RR^ ^ <iH«lR RR RR7 y^Hl RpRRTRS 

RTRRTR WtRR fRRT RR1 t I 


[RR. R. ^^RR-21 (351 )/2010] 
Rt. RTT.'RtfSTcT, fR^TRT, MrRT RTR fR?H 
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New Delhi, the 31 st October, 201 i 

S ;°- 1 ^ “' Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed author- 
ity, is satisfied that the model described in the said report(see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions 
of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976(60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures(Approval of 

odels) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of “Auto Fare Meter” with digital 
mdicafion (hereinafter referred to as the said model) of series “DTS- R 100” and brand name “NEKO” manufactured by 
s. Dial Tone Systems, B-135, Ghatkopar Industrial Estate, L.B.S. Marg, Ghatkopar (W), Mumbai-400086 and which is 
assigned the approval mark IND/09/1 1/53; 


The said model of “Auto Fare Meter” is a measuring instrument which totalizes continuously and indicates the 
fare at any moment of journey the charges payable by the passenger of a public vehicle as function of the distance traveled 
and below a certain speed, the tare is calculated as function of the time taken. This being independent of supplementary 
c larges according to the authorized tariffs. The reading of the meter is indicated by the Light Emitting Diode (LED). The ‘k’ 
factor of the Taxi Meter is 1400 pulses per kilometer. The indicator have 5 digits for maximum fare indication, 4 digits for 
maximum distance indication and 4 digits for maximum time indication. 


Figure-1 Model 



Figure- 2 Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model 

Sealing is done on the rear bottom side of the meter, two screws with holes are provided through which the leaded 
wire will be passed to receive the verification seal and stamp. The meter cannot be opened without tampering the seal. A 
schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

[ F. No. WM-21 (351 )/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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Rffe#, 31 3W[<93, 2011 

1133.—*K°hl< ^Fl, fafel nTERFRt £RT IT# TOJcT ffeti ‘93 f#RR ^F7# #1 R? 33RTRH #t W t fe 
3^ RmI^ R Rf^RT RfeH (it 7 # #t Rf 33T^itcT #7#) RT£ 3#3 RT9 RFW 3?f#fe3q, 1976 ( 1976 ^FT 60) 3TRT W 3#3 RTR RTW 
(Rferit ■3F1 3RpfeT) f#RR, 1987 ^ RWlf ^ 3R^R # 3#3 ^3! Rffi R# RRWTI f % tfOldR ^ 33Rfa # #t ^WT RfecT 
RRT*fe R9TTT 3#9T 3#3 f#f#FT # T9^RT #Ri RR3TT T#^TT; 

3?cT:, 3TSf ch^O^ «R«hK, WT SrfVPwH R# RRT 36 R# RR-RRT (7) #k^R-RRT (8) UR! VlfoliT ^T ¥##1 RR# ^TT 
#33# 3R# 2<*> it dt *i1 Rh, #. 31, 5 #t ^RT, ^ik^ic^h RR3, tf'dtfdt, # J ld#.-560013 »RT Rifafid “ ^R#iR!-30Tfe^fecn Ri 
3#W 3JRFTT 3#?! ^RT:’ Rfe;” ^ RTSd R9, t#3fe R9 RTR “3Rli” f (f#3? f3T# 9?4Tt(T9n RTS34 RRR RRT f) 
33# fe# ^ j#K4 37Tif TJj\ it/09/10/4 RH^ftlcf f#vRT RRI t, 31^44 TTOM-R? ^Rt RR#t t I 

W1 RfecT "#4#] #tR” RRR T9 Rrtt] f #t 399RTR it 7 ! RR3TT "STTclT f a#3 RT#t £RT #R RT# 3# R791 =# ^3H feat #t 
WT RRlfal t i <Hl4^pR. ^ Rife# £RT #R RTST, (R## ^3t 3#3 3#fe # RRT 9R oZRltcT fell RT 7 3RTR RTF W3 

t^TWT^KT^^a^RR 3T3^Rli#W^t lita^ifiRii^TrRTi^^TiteCT^iit) ^RT^M^Tratt l^#t 
#fe R9 %RR3 2800 T cT# r R Rf# (^dlofe R3 R^RTT t I 




STS30N- REARVIEW 


3TT^fi-2 -#f534 ^ #tffe[ RTRRR R3T #tfeRT ^TRRTR 

#tffel 3^ ?3tfm ^1 43 #tfm feW # ^! RRT ^3, ^T#' # #tf^RT RFR ta ^3 3ttt?FT ^t ^l#t i 3^3 RtfeRT 
few RT cffe #)cl cETT| 3jici1 # | 3#rl # ^Sf3l« fet 7 fen feR #fe ^t 3#tc4T T !Ft ^TT R4>d! I Mfed ^ #tfePT TIT^^H 
#t^RR5 ^RRJR? ^393 fen t I 

[m K ^^TTR-21(04)/2010] 
it. T^. itfsra, fH#VI4>, fefeF RN felR 
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New Delhi, the 31 st October, 2011 


- . , S -°- 1 >»• Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it bv prescribed author- 

>ty ,s sansfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions 

° ° f rf'?? d Measures Act ’ 1976 < 60 of l976 > and lhe Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval 

of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

r ^° W ’ therefo i re ’ exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act the 
entra Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of “Taxi Meter” with digital 
indicatmn (hereinafter referred to as the said model) of “STS 30 N” series with brand name “SMART” manufactured by 

s. Smart Technology Systems, No. 31, 5th ‘C’ Cross, Sharadambha Nagar, Jalahalli, Bangalore-560013 and which is 
assigned the approval mark IND/10/04; 

The said model of “Taxi Meter” is a measuring instrument which totalizes continuously and indicates the fare at 
any moment of journey the charges payable by the passenger of a public vehicle as function of the distance traveled and 
below a certain speed, the fare is calculated as a function of time taken. This being independent of supplementary charges 
according to the authorized tariffs. The reading ofthe meter is indicated by the Light Emitting Diode (LED). The ‘k’ factor 
of the Taxi Meter is 2800 pulses per kilometer. 


Figure-1 Model 



Figure- 2- Sealing diagram ofthe sealing provision of the model. 

,,, S f li . ng is , done *>y making the holes and passing a seal wire through sealing screw, sealing bush and sealing disk 
and then a lead seal is applied on the sealing disk. Fare Meter can not be opened without tampering the seal A Leal 
schematic diagram qf sealing provision ofthe model is given above. yP 


[ F. No. WM-21 (04)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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[ , RFT II—TO5 3(ii) ] 


M f#mt, 2 fW^K, 2011 

mr. 3 Tr. 11 34 . —MM utor mr, Mm MM gro M top M2 rt Mr to m tortr ^ rrtto it rrt t fm 
to M2 3 Mm rtto (M it M an^M M) Mm; to Mr aMM, 2009 (2010 rh 1 ) rr? Mm to Mm 
(rtM mr 3rjMr) fro, 2011 ^ tor¥ ^ apro i M rtr M Mrri i fm doidH Mr mt aM i rT tot tort 
rrtM rrtr Mi aftr f^R RftTMfMf i TOg^m M kr tott tM; 

am:, am, MMtorr, Mm to Mm (TO#mT appM) fro, 2011 mfMR8^TO-fMR (6) afafMq 11 
i RR-fRRR (4) M TTT«T RfM Mm TO f#TH 3TfafTO, 2009 (2009 mT 1) mt RRT 22 5RI MM' mT Ml rM 7TTT Mf 
TOTOcT MM, M-21 3# 22, fRTOR rM, aTFRT-282007 (TOT Ml) Wt MM R*RR RRtM (rMcTT 

Rif-!JI) M ' ‘ ’' sjlaRTl ^ 3RTO TpR McT 3RRRlPcTd rM TOTOI ($cWltdR> fRTO M) m TORT mi, MM 

RTOmTRTR “TOT” t (MM^lMRTORTORfeFTTOTO t) attl fM ai^HKH M MrrM 09/1 1/201 UH^fVld 
fro TO t, 3PJRTRR WI-3T M TOt t I 

"TOT RT5eT R°F fa<J>d #T "TOR mT RR #T 3TTRTftcT 3RRRTfRT71 dldi TORTO ($H42)fd'*> Phto RTTRI) i? I TRimt 
arfroRR tot 500 fm.m. t aftr tot 4 Mm. i i totot toto 3trrtft (^) 200 m. 1 1 M Rm arrMpm RfM 
t fromr to yPdvm ^RRmroRRm M aMtpm 1 (Tpn?st) MMMmMfrawi 

% i torto 230 Ms aftr 50 fM rtrM rrt rrtr rt mpf tott i* 1 



3 TT^>fR- 2 -TOm M MM TOf mi Mrto toirtr 

?sM* mt TTfs tor/M mfs- ^ M 3 ^ Mm rtrt Mm mi MM mt Mt t 1 M M MM tot ^ 
Mr mi Rm M Mw ^ttor toMt fro to t 1 

TOTO m# TO R^R mt ^fRRT t I M %fFT#H TO RfR ml TOR ^ %R rMT mT^/RRI M R‘ M 

Mr rT froRmf 1 

3# MMtTR mn f¥ro rtr Mr (rMT' mT rrrV^'h) Mr, 2011 RTfror s^TOfro (9) 'srtrrr MM' 
mT Mr mr 2 ^r r? rtw m# t tm to rtto ^ ar^qM-T ^ rrpt-rr ^ arMr MT fMMr irt Mt Msm, 1 Mt?r 
^ 3 FJRR 3 # Mt TOTlft ^ MM TOT 3 ^Md RTTO MM tmRT TO f, fMM Mt S JTOTT ^ M # to, toMt M 
rnMcH ^ Mm torto Rt Mt M 5 rt. rt M arfTO ^ rtr ^ M 500 ^ 10,000 to mt M R totrr rtrrh 

^amro (RR)aftr 50 Mrt. ^ 5000 M.m. to M arfrocTR M t afk "i” to lxio^, 2xio" : rt 5 xio*, ^ f, ^fr 

RRT 7 TO RT TOTT 7 TO RmM RT TO ^ RRRFR t I 


[TOT. R. TOR RR- 21 ( 122 )/ 2010 ] 
Rt. rr. MfMr, fMro, Mm to Mi 
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. New Delhi, the 2nd December, 2011 

is ^ahsfkd ^au^mo^[descnhrd^m^h7sald 0 rep^r^ee the e n^ OIISI "' Crln K^]' C T" ‘° “ b > P""** — 

Legal Metrology Act, 2009 (1 of 2010) and the Leeal Metr 1 gUr ^® lven e 1S in conformity with the provisions of the 

w,«h sub-mMt^CdXd^Xie M of t h Cd , by Tu° n 7 nf ' bC ' Act - 2009 < 1 ,0) -ad 

Government hereby issues irntTpubbshM ^certifica^of^rotoval the mod*l°7* °^ Mo< * els ^ ^ u ' es 2011, the Central 
(Electronic Milk Weigher) with digital indication of medium a Jr™ r a ^ of non “ automatlc weighing instrument 
name “USHA” (hereinafter referred to as^the said^od^^manufecrnred bv^M^ultfa Sc ^i°^\ eneS ' ^ ^ W **^ brand 

Industna! Area, Agra-282007 (UP) and which is ass.gned the approval XniXXi '^' ''^ Sikandra 

with a maxhnum capa^rof50Me and rnint^i.im^ ^^a^^ip^ 1 ^ 1101113 !! 6 wei sh' n S instrument (Electronic Milk Weigher) 
wi>h a 100 percent subtractive relmc^reffecf The llt^ XTX" ,erval (e > is 200 8 » has a tare device 
instrument operates on 230Volts, 50Hertz alternative current power supply ° * D> ' nd ' Ca ‘ eS ‘ he We ' Eh ' ng resul,s ' ^ 

Figure-1 Mode) 



j 


~ "■ /\ olrimpiinj [fl^le 

/ ><u /, * 

' > •' /• 

(' 4 Leaci 


(imitator uf {he I'laKomt Stale j 


Scaling w»f€ 



' . Stainpiny V\n[{} 


p, \ lend sen! 


iltitUcattif <>l (he [Kallomi 5coin - Lowm imck smcj 


igure- ^ sealing provision of the indicator of model. 

of the indicator, A typical Xa't’ic diagram r ' gh ' Side/back S,de 

to disab,e^^ess*to 1 extenia[calibration! ntr0 * ^ Ca ^ rat ' on ‘ A d *P sw > tc l 1 has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 

Rules, SO^uhTcentralChawnmenrhendwdeclares'that'th™* 6 “^° f 'X ^ Lcgal Metrc '^ (Approval of Models) 
weighing instruments ^^ "* modd sha " al “ cover the 

:.rts - -*«. - * ,h.*«s: 


[ F. No.WM- 21(122)/2010J 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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Rf fic#t, 9 2011 

RFT.37T. 1135.—R#itR Wsm R7T, M&\ RlPwft £1R ^ RtRfl ft#ti Rt f#RR RR# R^ WRTR RR RRTRH # RRl 11# 
3RR ft## R Rf% rTRcT (it# #t Rf 3TT?#fl #7#) f#PRR5RNlwr 37pRfrRR, 2009(2010 RT 1) cT«TT t¥#^ RF7 t#?R (Rfe#f 
RTT ST^R^T) fwr, 2011 ^ RR#Rt ^ 37^9 t 3#* |R R1R R# 4TO f RFURR R#RT R# 37R#J R #t RRR R!RR W#R! 
"'•Tm 7 TT# 7 !! 3#T f#f*pR RftftqMi # RR7pT RRI RRH R7RTI T^HT; 

37R:, 37R, <+<-s{]«4 RRRTT, fifiRT HIH ( HlSd) RTF 37^0)^H) fidO, 2011 R> Pl*HH 8 ^ RR-Pl^iH (6) 37# fi^d 

I ! # ^7-frRR (4) # RIR Rf#R f#pRR^ RN fRRH 37pRfrRR, 2009 (2010 RT 1 ) R# RTR 22 RIR RRR RpW#' RT TP# 7 ! RP# 

rr R#rcr#tfrRR ri. %. in , r#r RmiMi, i'nfcRR rr Ten ^ rtr, ptrr 77 ! rrc rte, wit, rwct srcr 

###1% RRT#n R# X (1) RT# ‘ ’ sjwi #! R=Mlfdd faf#R 39RRR ^ RTW R!T, f#RRl RT 77 ^ RP R!R 

t, (f^t^ntw^ hvri^rrrrtwr^rriI?) 3f[rtR# ^ikd t#^ atifpr## 09/1 i/335 PM^iPfid tor 
»trt t, r^hkh wm R#t RRdt f i 

RRR R7W RR7 fi^cT #R R# RR 3WifpT TRRTfcfR itMfi* f7#P7 3WT t I ^RR# 3TpRWR W 50 fell. 
37R it WJ 5 7TT. # 771R 7 R 10 fW7 Rfd 1TO «T t Rt 1% 3R7TR R# TPffd 37# R1R! R! fr#7: RRR1 # I Pdfdd^ 

fd-rw f#R# (rr #t it) itpR hRujih 3R##r ^Rdi 1 1 dqchfJi 230 #t?? 37 # 50 WRfit mrr iw rc 

‘^TdT t I 

37Tffd 1 



31[<£)fd-2 : oT-^d ^ Rtf# 7 ! 4){H dTT dl'sHNo^ ^idiliH 1 

dWl ^tt Rtf# 7 ! '# fpP 7 Rtf# 7 ! 1#P7# ^ 1w# f#¥R R rRFfl fPTT t >37# RR £R1 RTe! f#P!7 RRT # 1 
^lv-.Tf friar 7 ! pil 7 ! d# frf#FR "rTTr ■# f# 77 fs 1 ! Itw friRT tTRI t I TRPR 7 ! t #£ R# Rtf# 7 ! # 3ipfp!4d rtut 

rr if# # r-.'ii’fJi ttr# ^ f#rr iff# 7 ! #t M t 1 

37T7 W#7 R7TT7 RR fiRH (Rfe#f RT RiWltH ) fiRR, 2011 ^ fWT 8 ^ ^Kf#TR (9 ) ^IR W Rf#TRl 

■T:] UR! 7 ! RTT ^l 7 RR R!RR! RRdt t f# RRd RTRPT R7 STJRtvT Rt RR RRIRRR "# RTcPfcT RRt PrPintdl ‘gTR R#t UHcSiTR, tiRlfd 
R7 37JRT7 RP r#t RFUft R f#R# RRR 3PJRtf^ R!^ ^ tifTR#! fRiRT RRl t faPlfna RRt sjW! # #R fi R^, RRT#RT 3#7 
R.liHMH # RR 3MRi< u l it RR! #t 300 t#.R!. ^ P^Pd J I TR 37# 5 # 25 tWR R# PO)PdO RT7RTOT ^ R#t I 

[RT. R. ^d^RR-^KlXtt^Ol 1 ] 

Rt. RT. itPyR, PH<yiR, MiR! RR t#RH 
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is satisfied* that the model described'fnt^ satd teportfserHi^fieur eI *' nS r ^°^. subm ' tte ^ *° d prescribed authority, 
the Legal Metrology Act 2009 H oHOlO) mH rh iu '8 ure g lver > below) is in conformity with the provisions of 

instrument belonging toTcairacj^cNss! ^w'^here^Tofseriw^CR^’and^wIth'brand^n* °^^ 0mat ' c £ rav nn etr ic filling 
S^o^N^arayTn Nagar^Road^aldi^hm^dabad^G^ 5 ^° n ^ ul ^ on ^ cs ^td., E/> Nirav^ftartments! Nearshantiva^Bus 

’ ’ ' “ d, Gujaratand which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/11/335. 

capacity “d"' " !T ma * imUm 

quantity and nature of the product. The liquid crystal disnlav (I mi 17? ,J ° u P mlnutc dependln S u P on th « 

on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative cutrent power supply. ( weighing tesult. The instrument operates 

Figure-1 : Model 



Figure- 2 : Sealing diagram of the sealing provision of the model 


[F.No.WM-21(183)/20I I] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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R^lRvft, 9 PRHHT, 2011 

^T.3TT. 1136,—. o jv ^ fe r RTRR RT, fRfRT RTfRRT^ RR FR RRpl fRTTZ RC fRRR RTF R RFRRT RF RRTRTF FT RRT F fR 
FRT ftR* 4f Rf^TcT RTFR (RH Ft R^ RTRfr 4*3) MRR RN fRRF RpRfRTR, 2009 (2010 RT 1 ) cT^RF fafaR RN f^TN 
(-qfS^f RT F ' dHKH ) fFRR, 201 l <& FRR-tt ^ RRRN t sfk ^R RTR R7t RRNRT t fR RRTTRR RRR1 Rt RRfR R Rt FRT RTFRI 
RRTRcTT RTTR R^TT Rt? fafRR RftMflR R‘ 3M^«W RR RRT RRTT T#RI; 

3RT:, 3TR, RTRT7, farfRR RN fRRH (RTFRTT RT RFRIFF) fFRR, 2011 R fRRR 8 R FR fRRR ( 6 ) Rt? fFRR 

1 1 ^ FR-fFRR (4) ^ RTR RfecT MRR RR fRRR rTrIrRR, 2009 (2010 RR I ) Rt RRT 22 FRT RFF TTfRTR RT RRpT RTF 
fOT TRF fRTFR RL fa., 3TTT-588/2 RRRI^TRt Tw 3, Ft Ft Rt F^fTFRR r 17RT, FTR-4rrpJT Tfa RTt ^ 400701 RFTTNZ 
?;R iRlRfRR RRT»fa W\, TR X (1) ?fa ' RR 3 RRRR’ ^ RFRfad RfaRTFR fafaR FRRTN R RTFF1 Rl, ffafa RRR 

R >7 RTR “?RF" t, (fa?t FR^ RR R?RTc[FRf RTFR RF RR11) #7 faR R^hM faf 3TT| R? Ft/09/1 1/325 RRR^TfcT fRRT 
RRT t. RjMKd RRRTRR RTTTt Rfa t l 

FRT RTFel RR faf>F fal RR77 RT RR Red 3TTRTT77T RdRlPdd i)fa9PdR pRpd J l FRRTN (#RR R?fa) t I T^Rt 
RpRRTR yRR 50 fR.RT. 3?U RR TRcR RdTTF (FI) TR] 5 Rl. 'R ‘FcRTR Rt RTRT 3hT 7 RRTT R 3RRTfoT tRcRZ 5 fWR Rfd 
fRRZ RRRRR Rf|R t 1 TT^T i ~£\ 6 3TR1 R RRTT t I FRRRT 230 RtFS ^ftr 50 Sd4 RcRIRcff RRT fR^rl RRR R3 RPJ 

RR1I ^ I 


RFffR 1 



RI^fF-2 : RfeeT R RtlFFT RTRRH RT Rtf^FT FTRRTR 

RTRRT Rt RtfRR ^ f Wl RpRR RTRR^ RR ^3f^cT t Z\ RRRl R f^tfRTTf RR RRTR fRRT RRT tl RFO 
R f ?^ ?R f-F l ’R I RT fdl^d RT^ ^ fRR 4' feR fF3R tRRI RRT t I iRRRT R fR^ R ^ RsB t f^JRR 

cnw;q ^ R 7 ig\ -qj^f fsFFTT RRRT t R^t Rt Wf -q^' /^rq fRRT Ri RRH t 1 ^f«Rl ^ Rt RtlWI R ^TdpRI, 

R?ftR Rl <ti H d'p 0 ! RRFR "9^ fRR <§T|t4 Rl4 R TtRR R PdO. RtfcPT Rt dldl ^ I 

3fa ^tR RTRR MRR RN f(RTSRT Rl R-JRK'd) fWT, 2011 R iRRR 8 ^ T^-fdRR (9) RR RRT RiRTR 
oBT ^TRIr R£ R^W RRTt t fR ^RT RTFR ^ R FR WM ^ 3TRf?T FRl P^iPihIcII RR RRt f^<&ia, Ps^llFd 

R ,3TJRR RfT RRt RIRRt ^ IrrR RRT -R^HlP^d RTFR RT fdfRRfR fRR RRT t PlPlPna FRt ^JTsleTT ^ M Ft RR, RRT*Ir -3fl3 

^[Wdd ^ RtRH 3RRRR Rt FM fRfRt fR#FT 1 "*t 100 fR-TTT. R RTR 5 fRRR RtR PHHd t 1 


[RT. R. FR^TRT -21(128)/2011 ] 
Ft. TR. FtfRT, Pd^lR, iRpRR RN f?3TR 
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New Delhi, the 9th December, 2011 

• , «- Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority 

M eo t J r | he r e '1l Cnbed the said repor * (see the figure given bel ®«) is in conformity whh the provisions of 
t Hkefv otaTn^ff ’ ° ° f20 ' 0)and ** Lggal Metrology (Approval of Models) Rules, 2011 and the saidmode 

bkely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

r a tf ! er 5? re ; m exercise of the P° wers conferred by Section 22 of the Legal Metrology Act 2009 (\ of 20 lot 

cltr^ Cnv '™ (d i° f ™' e * and SUb ' rUle (4) ° f 11 L ' ga ' Metrology (Approval of Mod s) Ru e 2011 h 
fnl? ^ ,SSUeS ^ PUbliSheS ,he certifica,e of a PP r oval of the Model of automatic gravimetric fillne 

bS“ a ,? 8 '" 8 f “T ClaSS X (1) ’ SerieS “ RSGM ” and Wi,h brand namc "RAMAN” (hereinafter referred to a! 
said model) manufactured by M/s. Raman Systems Pvt. Ltd., R-588/2, MIDC Rabale TTC Industrial Ar^ Th 

Belapur Road, Navi Mumbai-400701, Maharashtra and which is assigned the approval mark I^D/09/M /325 

I. h,s The “ ,d m0del 1S a S,ra ' n gauge type load cel1 based automatic gravimetric filling instrument (Bagging Machine! 

It has maximum capacity of 50 kg and least scale interval (d) value of 5 g with a frequency of up to 5 fiMs per minute 

Voks SO HT^o'werTupply a " d ° f ' he Pr0dUC ' " LE ° diSplay ° f 6 digi,S Thc jl ~"' operates on 230 


Figure-1.1 : Modal 



Sclienutlc Di.igi.mi or stamping and sealing Tor Weighing hirilr.ihir ul 
Gravimetric Riling Machine 



Hoad lioln snow 


Lt;;ni M>iil 


Stamping Piaie 


(Back Side of weighing loimollciV 


Figure-2 : Sealing diagram of the sealing provision of the model 

sealing shall be done add '"° n ‘° S “ li " 8 "’ C P ' a ‘ C ' 

Rules Mltotr! ° f 11,6 P T r c L onferred ^ sub - mle (’)of rule 8 of the Legal Metrology (Approval of Models) 

ties, 201 , the Central Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover tJ 

fren 8 ten g mS f rume " ,S ofs,mI,ar mal «. accuracy and performance of same series with filling range from I to 100 kg with 
frequency of weighing up to 5 fills per minute manufactured by the same manufacturer fn accordance with the 
prtnctp e, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No, WM-21(I28)/2011] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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#f##,9 r<^R,2011 

RF.RT. 1137,_##R RTF7T7 FIT, hK#4 hIPhPs#: (T#n?3#) RT#T #.#. 3TTRT 4l<#4 FKT RTR FR^T ft 1 # FT 
fspcTR FT# # HV4lcl RF RRTRR # RRT f # FFF f## # #% RTFFT (fH Ft # 3TFflftf #i') ftrfRFI RTF fF#l 3tfRfFRR, 
2009 (2010 FF 1 ) FRT ftrfRFT "RTF fRRTF ( M## FF 3 ^h)<H) fFRR, 201 1 # # 3RJ?R t 3lk ^R RTF Fit RRTFFI 1? 

# eFTRR F#T FTf FJRft? 4' # RFF R#F RRT#TT RFF* T#TT 3# ftrf#T Rf### R' #RT FRF? RRFT #71; 

3TcT:, m, ##R RTFFT, ftrfRFI RTF f#TH (Rfe# FF 31RMKH) fFRR, 2011 # fFRR 8 # FF-fFRR (6) 3# fFRR 
11 FT FF-fFRF (4) # RTR Ft# ftrfRFT RTF fRRTF 3TftrfFRR, 2009 (2010 FF I ) Fit RTF 22 # H<^«h £RT FRR ^iIfF# 

FF F#F FT# |RT ## #RT ## RTJFT $FF!#4 (##) # f#. 51, #FR^T# ##R ##t F#, ■JSTR, 7TR# #4-201201 
FR1 fafaftfl FT# # 3FF7RT 3RR RFR RTFF fRRR (R# #tFTR # ftTR R*JFT feRTRT) RFTFT *JRF R#T, RRT#TT # 0.5 (ft# 
^RR IR# F?RTR FRF RfSFT FT?7 RRT t) #3# FF FIR " #Nd f#FT f##" f -3# ft# RTRT R fRFT ## Rf##? # 
f#t # ^ RT RJR R #R# FFRF RF# ### fRRR FT. fcF., 521-522, FiRfflRFf FTRT, #FcT #-Rf?#RF, fRFRT #R, # 
f##t-1 1000! FIR BRRTcT ftlTRT RRT i 3# ft# RR#<F f# 3#RF#/13/1 1/313 RH^ftld ftlTRT RR1 t, RRF#? FRM-FF 
Rl(l Fv#t f?; 


FFFRT^F## 3TRTRT (R##tFTRT#f#RFRRf##R) 3T^FTRFFRTFFf#FR# ## FRTF R? # 40 #d< 
F# ffcp^ 7 () ^f# FfcT frfFZ, yo FT# FfcT fRFF, 130 #F? #1 fRFF 3# RftRRR # RTRFT ‘d’ 40 ## Fft f#R, t I ## 
^HdH FRIF FT # 4 Ff#/fRFF # RTR FRT ‘ * F##F Ff# (#t#) ’ ’ # RFfft R 3# #R RTFF T# RRT# #1F#R 
13 FT# Fftl f#4 FFT R 3TftTFT ' * ##j” # RO# ^ 3# #R RT# F# RRTRF FIRFR# # RTR t I #FF #FT 3#TFT 10 ftl. 
fFT. t I #R 3TftjRKTR RTFRR # feTR ( 6 3#) , 3TftTFKlR Rf# RFF ( 5 3#) 3# 3TftlFKTR #1 RFR ( 7 3#) FFftlF F#I RIFiT 
R# t I # R R^IRTR # #RT #RFT ; #, 3TTFFT #RfF # ftRTRF F# # ?RTcTT t I 



3TT#T-2 : RtfFFT FFRTTR 

fRR R F#R RR 3TRRR fe#RT R# fFRT RTFT't I #F7 3TpdR=Kl, TRlftFR #F #1 #Ff FRFT #RT RR4#f ^36K 
FT ftfR R7TTF # #c# R RFTF # fFTR RtfFTR # RRH f I T# RTR# ^TRT # fcTR FIR RTF #RT RFT F I 3R##RR RTRR 
FTF FT RTftfF (F^FR T# FR F#T RRTR FF) FRJH F# FtSTR# TTqF 3TT#T RTtR fFFT FRT t I 


[Tf7[_ R. FFFF FR 21(140) 2011] 
FT. FR. FtfRF, fFFRFT, MfFT RTF f#TR 
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S.0.1137.— Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it along with the model 

rrr'r ' SSUed ^, the , NMi Certain BV - “^Netherlands, » satisfied tha, the model described in 
report (see the figure given below) is m conformity with the provisions of the Legal Metrology Act, 2009 (I o P010) and 

. e Lega! Metrology (Approval of Models) Rules, 2011 and the said model is likely to main,tin its accuracy over ieriods 
of sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; P 

Ac, 9009 N t O , W J h 2 mm re ' i " exercise ofthe P™ers conferred by the second proviso to Section 22 of the Legal Metrology 

Mota) Ru es20| 1Ktir n i6> ° f h RU h * SUb ' rU ' e <4> 0fRU ' e ' 1 ° fthe Legal Mclrol °S>' < A PP r »val of 
) Rules, 11 the Central Government hereby approves, issues and publishes the certificate of approval of model 

o measuring system for .quid other than water [fuel Dispenser for motor vehicles (other than LPG dispenser)] with digital 

indication of accuracy class “0.5” (hereinafter referred to as said model) of brand “Global Vista series” manufactured bv 

ChL Fuel E fTu nt < Sha "S hai > C °- Ltd.. 51, Day,u Road, Tangzheng Indus, iy Park, Pudong Shanghai 

‘ t p L0 , T '? P ,T d m ndia Wlth ° Ut any alteration before or after sale by M/s. General Energy Management 
the approval marl IND/13/ i ^ Wi " dSOr PlaCC ’ New Delhi -110001 and which is assigned 

1 PC Hi J he S Ti d To el iS 3 measuring s > stem for lk l uid other tha n water [fuel Dispenser for motor vehicles (other than 
LPG dispenser)]. Its flow rate range is 40 L/mm, 70 L/min, 90 L/min and 130 U/min (40 L/min in case of blending) Its 

tmnsdT 1 ° nT? range ,S 4 f /mm W ' th ° ne C ° mpaCt Pum P in § Unit (CPU)" and Dresser Wavne AB measurement 
. n Mr", u V 011 " m C3Se ° f m ° re than ° ne " CPU " and Dresser Wayne AB measurement transducer Its scale interval 

.is ML. It has electronic display board with maximum volume indication of 6 digits, maximum unit price of 5 dibits and 

ax i mum price to pay of 7 digits. It is capable of dispensing multiple variety of fuel that is petrol, diesel, gas, oil etc. 

Fig. I Model 



Fig- 2 : Sealing Diagram. 

The dispenser is sealed as shown in figure. In addition to sealing of the stamping plate, sealing is also done to 

pr !" q 0pe . nms 01 ,he I machme f “ r Prices. There is also provision for pa^word protection. Scaling 1] 

the (W &M dash memory s) program load PRG LOAD" switch on the iGEM CPU board is also done. 

[F. No. WM-21 (l40)/2011 ] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 


i 
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Fff##, 12 2011 

FTT.3TT. 1138.—#?# RTFTTT FTT, faffcT FT#?# fFTR#lfFRF-&Hft?|F ^#RdRiM? ?TTT 7# RT?H 31## FRHT- 
FF # RTF W\ ^4 FTTJR ft# FT fFFR FR? # FiMI^ FF RRTFR 4f FFT 4 fFT FFR ft# 4 Ff# RTFH (F# ?f # 3R#F 
#4) fFfFFT RTF f#TH 3rfFfFFR r 2009 (2010 FTJ 1 ) RFT fFfFFT RTF faiTR (RTF#' FTT 3T#?F) fFFR, 201 1 # FFF# # 
3FjFR 4 3TR FR *09 F>t RRTFFT 4 1# d'lldK U# 7 ! F?f 3TFfF "4 # ‘FRF RT?H FFT 5 # FFT? <<31*11 3TR fsrf^F? nfftFlddl "4 
FF^FR 4 ft F?H FRRT t4fT ; 

3fiT:, 3TR, ##F RTFIR, fFfFFT RTF fFTR (RTF# FTI 3PJR#) f#TR, 2011 # f#T X # FF-f#TR (6) #T f?FR 
1 1 # FF -fFFR (4 ) # RTF Ffed fFfFFT RTF f#TFT 3TfFp1FH, 2009 ( 2010 FTT1 ) # FTR 22 # ?RT F#FT T^TR F?F #FRFT 
FT F#F FT# ^Ti 4 r 4 F# #F# T# #4### #FRFf?F t1#TRRTFT 34 Rf-RFr, 42697, Rlf#H, F#t ?TR flfdl# 
FFT# #1.5 F# ?fFcf FT#F FT?#FRI$F # f#T RIFF TFTT# # RTF, fFR# FFF FR FTR ‘F#F5TR 2000 ’ (#4 ?TTR ?RFf 
F?FT? FFR RTFeT FTFT FFT 4) #T #4 4 r 4 #? T?T Z^F FT. ff?., 3 Ml { 3TT#F, 29/37, RTFFt FT# 7?<?T FFT, 
#1-41 1040 410 If# 4 FFFt FT FT? 4' f?FT fFT# FftFcfF Ft RRR 4 (®l9hld fFTFT RF7 #T f#F 3FjRT?F f# 3# ?? 
FT/13/1 1/177 RR#f#T fFTFT FFT 4, 3T#?F WF-FF F# #T FF#RT FR# 4 ; 

FFR RTFeT ??T f#FT FRT# 4 fFRFTI FFFtF ?f?R F#F FT?3(TFRT?F (CO ) # FFTF FTf RIFF ^ f# fFTFT FTcTT t I 
RTFF # TF RTFFT dcF # 3TTFTR FT fF# FR# 4 I STfRFTRR 3pFd FFTF FT (mVh) 4 4 #T RIFFT RTF # 3#T ^ ^TIR FF 
FTRTF 4 I 

FffRFF RI$F (U.H) 10 16 20 30 40 50 65 

#FFkTR FFTR ft Q max (mVh) 1 2 4 15 30 50 100 

^JFRR FFT? FT Q max # 0.2 FTT 4 I RTF4 # f#T FrFTF Fft RTFRH #RT -49°C 4 5°C FFT Ff#f# 4 3# 3TTR-FTR 
4 RTFRTF FTt R#T -25°C 4 55°C 4 I RTFRH Tjfe 1 FI 0.1 4 I -|HdF PcfdRd RTFT -3TJRF 4 FR^ 100 FR RTFRH #5 4 FTR 
ddl ## Flf?7 I RTFFT F4 ^ddH -3# FTfFFTcTR RRFI^ '3#T # ^dKH F> 10 3TfT 5 FTT FTR FfcTFTH 3TtT 3RJFFT? 4 I 

3TT#TM 



3R#R-2 : RfeH # #f#T FRF FTT FM41F& ?IF0TM I 

RTFfFFH 4# #t 4tf#I 1444 fFF R f#S# # 4 I F#FTTR 2000 3#TFTF ^RFl' # FTR# 3# 1#F ^TR #Ff?FcT 
tFTFT Fldl 4 I fTFF # 3T7TTFTF # FT? RcFTFF ^ipT 4 3ffFTR fFTFT FlcTl 4 t RF?3T # 3#TFTF ^ FT? RRFTFF ^T 4 3ffFTF 
iFTFT RJRI % | ?R# 3THTFT, fFF# # RR # 3ffRR Tsf’J/g # RFTRTTF IIFJF F? 4# fFTFT FTFT Flf# RlfFT F 7 ? 3TeTR F# fFTFT 
FT T# I 

[RTT. 4. T?seFRR-21( 15)/2011 ] 
Ft. FF. ##F, fF#TFT, MFFT RTF 1#TH 


769 GS/2012—5 
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New Delhi, the 12th December, 2011 

authority along with the model approva^^M^ " b > lhc Prescribed 

bci r is 

likely ,0 maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use J to ^ " 

2011, the Central Government hereby approves issues and oublishe tl ° ' Ml ‘' rulo S>' (Approval ofModels) Rules. 
Liquefied Carbon Dioxide with Brand Name '•FLOWCOM C " “'° riPP "' ol the measuring system tor 

sold inI India without any alteration before or after sale by M/s Shell N Tube Pvt I id ’ r i f ^ !". gtfn - ( ’ enm "> and 
Sujan Park, Lulla Nagar, Pune-411 040 India and which is assigned th^appro^mark'iND/d ^bq^^ 1K S ' 

measurinJrange l d(^cndson a the e s t ^eot^eterhige , |cment 1 TI < e , ma 1ea;;UrC ^ ^° W ^-iejerened Carbon Dioxide (CO,). The 
diameterofthe metering element % ^ mW '" pcll "’ sslbk ' !l ™ *« « m 3 h as a function ol,aside 


Nominal Size (mm) 

Maximum Flow Rate Q (m3/h) 


10 


16 


20 

4 


30 
1 5 


40 

30 


50 

50 


65 

100 


The Minimum flow rate is 0 ? timpc cn r .. 7. ----- 

to 5°C and ambient temperature limit is from - 2 5»Cto S^cTe" 7 '""" S 0l ' P ' iHlutl 10 be measured varies from -4»T 
configurable but must not be less than 100 times scale increment The Mi'" 1 ™" ° ' M ' nimUm dclilcrcd quantity is 

and downstream is 10 times and 5 times of inside diameter ™ m maX " mim le "S lh ’"c'terrun upstre 


cam 


Figure 



1 iguic- 


• sealing or differencial pressure Transmitter. 


r-— w nuiioiiiiutl. 

*.“cT'.. ^.-.. 

they cannot be disconnected. 8 b cks of analog inputs must be sealed so tha' 


[l : .No.WM-2I(15)/20l I] 

B. N. Dixit, Director of Legal Metrology 
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R^fRRdt, 13 f<RRR, 2011 

RTT.3F, 1139.—7RRTR RF, fafeR FTfFRTRt SRT 3Rp Me FT fRFR RRF M F7F1R FR RRIFTF Fl FFT t fRT 
RRR fMM M Rf$TR RT5d (dM Ft F^ ^TT^feT Mi') fafaRT RTF MlH STfafaFR, 2009 ’(2010 RF 1) RFT fsrfRRT RTF f^TTF 
(RTS#‘ RF SFJRtRF) fFFR, 201 1 M RFRFf M STJT^F £ 3^7 FR RIR R^t RRTRF7 t fRT d J IMK FFtF RF 3TRfF R Rt RRR RTFR 
fftsMt fftr rMtt rM farf^FT FftfMrfRFt i rf^jrr Mrt frtf rfrt Mft; 

3RT:, 3TR, M^tR RTRFT, fRfFRT RTF fRRTF (RTF#' RF TSrjRlRR) fRFR, 2011 M fRFR X M RF-fRFR (6) 3^ 
fFFR 11 M FF-fRFR (4) M RTF FfecT MFRT RTF fRRTR aTfafFFR, 2009 (2010 RF 1) Rvt FTR 22 FTR FTfReTFl' RTt FFlF RtM 
fF MrR RF 1RT7TR 21/2.fR#FtRRt, R^FR tRd F. 4, 3TTFR-282004 SRT R*FR W^Mt (RRT»Mt R»f“III) 

RTet ,4 M£rr” FTFdT M 3TRTRT RRR R%R RRTFTfdd RtdF FTRTRT (^MfFRT fRRRT RrffFT) M RTSd RF, MrM RF 
FTR'M.rI. ”lt (f^^M'fRMFFRT^RRRRT^dRTFTFRlt) afo faR Sr^RtFF 3TT^ RF Mt/09/11/202 RR^MFTR fRTFT RRT 
t, RjR^H FRRT-FR RRI RTTRV f I 

FRF nT-Sd RR> fR^FT Mr FRTTT RF RK Md 3TTRlfe 3T7RRlfdrT RtdF RFRTRF (ReTRFlIdR) fRRRT FT) t I fRRit 
37fRRFTR STRRT 500 TR>. FI. 3TK ^TeTR STRRT 4 fRT. FT. t 1 RRFTFF RTFRTF 3RRRd (^) 200 FT. t I FRR FRT RiMr^dR ^fRR 
I fRRRF RTF FfcTFlR oFRRTRTFTfRRT RTftcT RTT^R^dR FRTR t I FRFFT FrR^RT FFRfe (FRT i ^t) FR?t TftdR FfMflR FFRf^TF 
RFFT t I FFRTRF 230 Rtr? rM 50 FrRTRFf RRT fR^R FRTR F3 rM RRcTT t I 



3TTf J lF-2-Rfed RF MfdF RtM RF RTRFTR^ RTRFTR 

Rft RfR RT^rMrT "RT^R i fRC* FF dRf M M ^ftfdF RTR3 fRRFd RR TTtfcRT RF ^}RTt t I Rfed rF MdRR rM 
^ RFRR RF FRT FdFt FtdFTR^ ^IRFTR dM<jRd |<4I FFT ^ I 

RFRTRF M RTMt RTfd^R FfR rF ^fRRT f I RT^t ^fd^H RRT F^R RF RRTF M 1dFF/^t RF^/RR3 R^ R f^F 
fRRR Ft fRFTFRl# I 

>3fk MMtF 7RRFT MRRT RTF fRTFTF (RTSdt RF 3RJFKF) fRRR, 2011 M fWT X M RF-fRFR ( 9) ^TCT FRR RTfRRRl 
RFFRtFRRi fF RR Ml RRRt t tRT ^RR RTSd M 3T^'4R M fR FRFF -FR M 3TRM R7Tt faMMcn ^RI TRt fail’d, fedl^F 
M R^RR 3^ R7?t RTRFt M fsRfi ^R?l ^^HlRd RT5RT fRfMlW fRTRT FRT t, MrIMr RRt d^dT M M RRT, RSTT*M sM 
rMfTRTR M RtdR TFRvRF Rt dt 5 FT. FT RrM RfRRT M ‘ 4 ^’’ "FR d fdR 500 R 10,000 RRT RTl Ml M RrFTFR RTFRTR 
vaijly (,u) l^r 50 £i -kI t 1 e 5000 ffl-xfe-rd dhv^dre {lerkolyag3/1^ 1ft£ eki l x 10*, 2><H)*, 5 X 10*, Rt 1?, Ml 
FRRRRT FT RTFTrRRT ^dfR> FT FJ^F R» RR^RF ^ I 

[FF. R. ^Fdi FR 21(123)/20l0] 
Ft. RF. MfsjR, fFRFTRT, fFTFR - RTF fRFTF 
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is satisfied that the Model described in the SdreMrtl^M ■th the report submitted t0 it by prescribed authority, 

the Legal Metrology Act, 2009 (1 of 2010) and the Legal Metrolo^A 8 '™ ^'Tk ' Sconformi, >' wifh Ih « Provisions of 

b r r"r—r ~ 

withsub-mle(6)ofRuIe8^SmfeS)ofR^To f f^Ug^M^f° f rA e ^ ga \ Me ^ IO&Afl ' 2M9(Iof20IO)read 

Government hereby issues and publishes’ the cenihcate ofannr.wa lf’.f <>f Modcis ) Roles, 2011 , thc Central 

(Electronic Milk Weigher) with digital indication of medium accuracv CAcr, , n °"- au,oma,ic weighing instrument 

name T.K," (hereinafter referred to as the said model) mam.farh A k * U ,? Cy c ass ' In ^ of series ”JKM" and with brand 

* i,h a n,a ™'" “PMilyof SK minium’ ln 5 [ run y n OE | e Cno n. t Milk higher) 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect The S, c , SLale mterval (e »'s 200 g. It has a tare 

The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current^ower supply <LED> ' nd ' CaleS ' he Weighin 8 resulls 

Figure -1 Model 



// 


■ 1\ otampuiy i.lam 

k,) k*' 


/ ° ’ r " / //-■■ 

>- ——■ - * / * l rail 


(Indicator ol trip Pinllorni Scale) 


Scallny wire 4 \ <► 


/ ^ 51niiij)iny Pluto 

- / X/A 

j\ \ Lead seal 
\ ' 


/'luhcnlor of the jjJnUui m S- ,ile- Lowe: Inch bum) 


1 Iguic- 


oeanng provision of the indicator of model. 


Of the indicator.^kwihcal^chenmticdia^Tmicd’seahi^provUion^of^he’modeM^given above °’ CS °" r ' Sh ' ^ 

board disable a “‘"‘h™ 10 " A ^ *'*> «- P-ided in A/D card/mo,her 

Rules, ^O^^thT'centra^Govelnnien^herebyded^rehthatthis’ceitific^it 11 ^/ ° P ** le Pega * Metrology (Approval of Models) 
weighing instrument or similar make, accuracy and performance of” appr0val of ,he said shall also cover the 

5000kg. with verification scale interval (n) in die range of 500 to 10 ™ maX ' mum ca P acil >' a bove 50kg. up to 

lx.O ,2xlO l or5xlO k , where k is a positive or negative'tholenilberor1! ll * ° r m ° re and wi,h ' e ' value of 

in accordance with the same principle design and with the T Zer0 manufactured by the same manufacturer 

manufactured. P P ’ 8 " a " d W ' ,h ,he same materlals with which, the said approved model has been 


[F.No. WM-21 (123)/20I01 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^RcT^TWT^ 24, 2012/^b 4, 1934 


19 fW^R, 2011 


^r.3?!. 1140.—TTP?TR «FT, fofccl ^Ttelft ^RI ^4 VI f^Tq.T ^74 ^ MW 

-.FR ftvli 3 Vffa 'RTScf (df^ Vt V§ «TT^T ^') afo: -Riq t?F^F atfqRm, 1976 (1976 ^T 60) TT*JT VIZ sfft W1 
(■qfe#' ^T 3PpfrpT ) IWT, 1987 ^ 3tR'4T ^ STJTSq f «n?T Etf PTO11 fa WMR wfa mfa 3 4t ^frf 'PT^ 
TT^sfar •^fjTT T7#T|T 3?fT Wpt TTftftsrfNlf 3 Tq^cT ^fl KR #>TT; 


m:, 3T^, *K<fr ' K , 7T3cf 3Tf*jfWT ^R1 36 ^T-VRT (3) 3lk ^q-VTTl (7) 3fft 3q-^TTO (8) ^ cffet 

irq z)r| ) -q^, TTj^FPPfa "^t^f-361100 jJITT r^Tlina 3^k 4fl4 3TTdfar7I ^RtcfRt, P?P7TTt, T^ddl 3yHi44d, TJ'qFT ^PT 
-,-qry^;-44Q()22 fJITT ’^ITcT ^ f^pqfa ’qsn^cTT ^4 0.5 ^Ic4 “Sm^W ^<2ldl ^ “ Hlil ^ 3-Urtiq( 3RT S,°4l 4U< ' ( T PP 

ftrpftrc) sfav> TlfFcT, t^R 7 ^ RR HOT ‘ 1 ?, (fa 4 STT 4 3 <*cl HLSd <*>?! 4^1 ^) «£ ^ 

jsm faf ^ T^l ^ 7 / 09 / 10 / -HH^ftld fav\ T P7T t, W TT T- T T^ <*<a1 t I 


RoRT "RlSPf qpit ^ 3TdT3T 3pr -^oqi xftdT (V^ f^TPR) "t ^ Htalfdq fewri’HA’d 4td< ■£ fa%VI "TT ^TTTT t I 

^T3F[ 3Tf^=hc1*-) 9pfi ^T 40 pftcR/fRTC 3Ttr ^TcTR ^Tpfl ^T 04 'effevfPRR t 1 «!d TRTFT 10 fa pft t I ^rq <*hm. "4 6 

cRF 3fk ^tedT^3R 12 fRpi TOf ^ 3rrf ^ ^ fTOPT ^S- RT hR«IIH dnqRia TOl 

f | ^q^ny 230 3^ 50 ydMMdT *TRT f^T VKN VI t I fR "4" ^ f«R ^ fa ^JPf 

vif^ 4 UMh ^ ^34 ^Tdl t I T F9 3 1 3 2 FR ^ TTia? 3P£fTeH ^ 

4- ~ f^ ? R , qfeq 3ik tfe, zten^jR apfc f i 



OTflfd 1 


LEAD SEAL FOR 
PUMPING 
UNIT COVER 

LEAD SEAL BETWEEN 
METER COVER AND 
METER BODY 

LEAD SEAL BETWEEN 
WITH COVER AND 
PULSAR BRAKE! 



3TPj7fd-2 ^tftfpFT 'srrasrn i 

■ ^ i ft q-Tj -c^r -gft ^ ^Tlclfw, VZ VfcZ *4 ^ PlUF J l Vm fd^ld Wl TT^fpPT WT ^ fd-PP ^flcTT t l dfe 

qftd f3RT ^ f d^7 l 4 3TfWR ^fr^y I T^pcft 9fr^ IT eFTlf Tltd ^ t^3T ^#?FT 

3TfWR RFf ^1 TRRH ! 

i-lfcpH t^" ^<4d4l-fi444) 4«hdl c hd dddl^i/$ , H44lPl < +) dlicil^'TU % 1 "?TT4 4^4)4)d ^(ci^VH ^ 3ifdR'Tri 

5e u 4d)rH«h cfifd^M, ^ ftfen -sflT f^T T^^JT ^11 I 


[■qJT. TT. ^r^^q-21(01 )/2010] 
^t. t^. -$fm, Ph^ i ^ , rn fam 
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New Delhi, the 19th December, 2011 

is 4 

and (8) o N f7ito ^of S “ Cemral g" ^ f* ^ *° SUb - SeCti ° n <3 > and •+**» O) 
approval of model of Meter for Liquid other than Warned D^L^rwIft’didteM^ lhe cer,ifica,e of 

(hereinafter referred to as said model) of series -RX' with brand name “NEW CENTURY”" T*.° 'jTf*' ClaSS °' 5 

RongxingNewcentury Petroleum Equipment Mfg Co Ltd No 1299 TnnniiiM r r man " fa ^ ured b y M/s X| amen 

and marketed in India by M/s. Autowash Teetaologles F/C m 2 T Road - To " 8 A "' Xiamen China - 361 «<». 
440022 India and which is assigned the approval mirk I ND/09/10/ P " tS ’ Subhash Nagar Square, Nagpur- 

ZStilXESS&SSXSS^^ 

SST *- - 


Figure 1 Model 



lead seal for 

PUMPING 
UNfT COVER 

LEAD SEAL BETWEEN 
meter COVER and 
METER BODY 

LEAD SEAL BETWEEN 
WITH COVER AND 
PULSAR BRAKET 



Fig. 2- Sealing arrangement. 

sea^The^ectr ^ 

calibration cannot be accessed without breaking the lead seal on the pulsar bracket § ' Th electronic 

[F.No. WM-21(01)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 


f 
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O^fTO#, 19 ftTTHT, 2011 

W.3TT. 1141,—■Hi'tiK 40, Rif6cl TTlfTOdO SKI R'ili 4T fa-4K 4><-3 4t 9341^ 44 WHI4R 4t 441 1? f4/ 

TOT ItO^ 3 4f% TOR (4# # 4^ 30#% ^gf) TO faiTH STfafTOT, 2009 (2010 40 1 ) 447 fofTO TIN f^TH 

Nfs# 40 sFjqfcr) Mm, 2011 # tot# # 3ojr 4 t 3 ?r ^tt hot 4it tttoht t M rotor 44to 4% sMv -$ tjho tor 
44T#n too T#n M MM r oftfarfcr# 3 TOj4d Mi kr tot #ot; 

3RT:, 3T4, #^t4 TORT, Mm TO*f4TO (Tqnfeeff 40 ) Mm, 2011 # Mm 8 # 44-tWT (6) M 

f=TO 11 # OO-fORR (4) # T04 4f%0 fnfTO TO faTO 3lMWT, 2009 (2010 40 1) 4% 4TTT 22 {OTT ^ifadoT 4it 44t4 4R% 
tOT.-fatf 4##Tt40 %. 4. 377/22, ‘33T 40TT, Mm 4T£t, #RJT-560027 fa ft fad TOT 44T#TT (44T#TT #-II) 4# 
\‘Th^-515 , ’ i ^T2raT^3fTO'^T7f^3TTOTf^RT OtRO TOFR4 (^4R 474 440T) # TOR 40, MM: TOS 40 4T4 
t (f#£ Mi OTO^TOT TOR TO TO t) Mi f^ RjOkd f4f 37^ TO st/09/11/205 UH#ftld fTO 44T t, 3^Hkd 
4TOT-44 RRt 4Rcft f I 

TOO hT-SR fa^cl #0 y<=hi< 40 HR *1 r 3TT4TftcT 3R44TfRcT cilcrid 044R4T ( ^4R OT4 OTf4 far. TIT- 4Tt dld< 

TO# 4ft 7jf44T RfTO) 11 ^rot 3rfrorq tott i 5 for. to. ark too so to. i i trtoo wh totm (3) 1 ttt. 

t 1 TO 30#RJeH ■gfafl t ftTOTT 4TcT-4f%7T0 TOTOWRF HlftcT 30^cR 4HT4 t I 44077 TON#! SR# (OR t #) 
Wf %tR4 mR u IIH dS^Rlcl TOO 1? I TOTRR 230 M 50 4r4T44f TO fargO TITO 4T TO? TOO t I 



3TT#%-2-TOR 4% Mm 40# 40 TOOTHS ST4TTIH 

faw) 4>t 41^t ^ ^ TTtfrRT HRR ft c tiM c b< fSTR^ HT *fllcOI 4»t HTcft t I TffteT TOH ^ fsW) ^ ^TT Mz 3tR ZR 
TOT st 3 Mm TOT ftTOTHR M\ ^ HtST TO t I TOcT Hit MM. 4R^ ^ TOTV 40 TO TOOt 4RRTO 

TOOTH TOt40 fTO TO t I 

STORO «H6<1 HiRrl^M 44T Mg4 4>t ■yfaRT't' I 4T?ft TT4i 4^4 4/1 "d4vt ^ trf4 O/st 40^/H4T 4t^ "4 fS4 

fTH4 HtfTOTOt I 

^t4 TR40T MTO TO f4^TH (TO#* 40 ST^H^T) Mm, 2011 ^ Mm 8 #TOfTOT (9) "glTT TT44 Vlftd^T 
40 3T4t0 4i# ^ 4F #TOT 4R?ft t f4i TOT TOR # WO-44 # TOfo OTOt faftMdl TO ^Tft fem, fSOTT^O 

# 3T5T0T 3?R Mt TTRRft ^ iHT# TOT aT^Mtftd TOR faftot'O ft/HT TO t, faftfad M\ »J^RT # ^ # M, HHT^tcO M 
4TRf0TR4 # citRO TO4TO Ht Ml # lfa. TO. ^ 50 M TO. TO#‘‘^”TO#f#r 100^ 100,000 TO 4it ^ 3 TRTOO TOTO 
arcRIR (TO) Tfe 100ft.TO. 4 T^T# #TO# ,< ^’ , TO#f#r 5000^ 100,000 TO 4it ^T ^f TTOH TOTO 3RTM (TO) 
TTftcT 50 t4T.TIT. TO 4jt STfTOTRT STTOHRMj M “3" TO 1*10*, 2X10*, 5X10*, # t, # VdlrTO 4T ^u||cH4> ^ 

^4# TTH3^T $ I 

[40. TT. S^TO-21 (380)/2010] 
#. TRT. StfSJO, tO^?T4>, faf44T HIH fa^lH 
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New Delhi, the 19th December. 2011 

is satisfiedthauhe^mod^descri'bed^in'^c saidr^rrt n /sce^Ehe C f nS ^ er,nS 7 POrtSubmitted to * b > Prescribed authority. 

the Legal Metrology Act, 2009 (1 of?010) and the I epa! M tr 1 glven e ow ^ is in conf onnity with the provisions of 

with sub-rule(6)ofrategrn^ub'raie(4)0^17iTftte U»al Me no to 2 °r a^ 80 ' 'I 6 * 0 ' 085 ' Act - 2009(1 of 20 >«) read 
Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the LdTT ° f Models) Rules - 201 '.'he Central 
(Table Top Type ) with digital indication of High Accuracy (Accuracy class m f° f "‘’"if!' 10 ™" 0 w eighing instrument 
“ESSAE" (hereinafter referred to as the said moddT* -,I) °L Serles DS ‘ 515 ” and with brand name 

Wtlson Garden. Bangalore-560027 and which is assigned the approval mark WD/o“ 0 5.' m ' ,ed ' N ° ” 7/22, ^ Cr “ S ' 

,g 10 Uweigh,ng instrument (Table Top Type with 
interval (e) is Ig. It has a tare device wTh a lOO per cemsub and t m,n ' mU,:n ^ of The verificatton scale 
display indicates file weighing result. The instrument ^^^s^'^O^'hsA^HerU ahemafive^cimrent povre^supply.^ 

Figure-1 



r lgure- 


-bchematic Diagram of sealing provision of the model 

whole «* ^ ° f ^ d ' SP,ay ThC * connected by 

schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above ^ " ° h ° les attached Wlt b seal. A typical 

board to disable access to Ajumpershort has also been provided in A/D card/mother 

Rules, 20^ f'^eCenfi-a^overmnem tere^dec^mhatAis cerrificate of °^ e Metrology (Approval of Models) 

weighing instrument of similar make, accuracy and perfomtance of sam/ PP ° n ^ m ° dd Sha " als0 cover the 
with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 UU 00 000 forV „! T!” maxlmum ca P acit y up to 50kg. 

interval (n) in the range of 5000 to 100 000 for ‘e’ value of 100m p a *! e0 m §' t0 50m g- and with verification scale 

k is a positive or negative whole number ^*2^^ 2 * '<T- "5*I0‘, where 

same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved'"moZh^bt”ZXmred Wi ' h "* 

[ F. No. WM-21 (3 80)/2010] 

B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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RffteFt, 19 PRIMT, 2011 

Wl.&rt. 1142.— -F%R RTFTT FT, PdPdd FpRFKt RF RF RRJF fRlF FT fRRR fF F MiMIRRR RFFR F RF t IF 
RFT fFtF R F% RTSeT (FF Ft R^ RFffd FF) fapRF RTF f%H FPFRRR, 2009 (2010 FT 1) RF fRpRF RTF f%TR 
(RTSett’ FT RRRtRR) fFTR, 2011% RFrF F 3TJFF t 3% ^R RF % t fF eTRRTR fFr % 3Fp*T RFT RTSF 

FM7%T FRTR usPil FtT fFFR qf/RRidF* F dM^4d Ff FRIR FTcTI R>F; 

3R, F%R RTFTT, faPRF RIF f%TR (RTF#' FT RRFFR) fRFR, 2011 F fRFR 8 F RF-fRRR (6) 3% 
TWT 11 F RF-fRRR (4) F RTF FfecT f¥FF RIF f%TR FpRfRFR 2009 (2010 FT 1) % FIT 22 RRT Slfapff % fFr FRt 
RR r%FFfT fF. R. 377/22, RRT FTR, fReTRR RT%, FReJT-560027 fFRf% R*RR W%T (RRtFtT Ff-III) RTct 
‘ 1 s' 1 rh-515 ’ ’ ^< 21 ell Ft 3TFF TTf%TT RTRRTfeTcl cTteTR <iH«=h< u l (%el RF FFR) Ft nisei FT, IFrF FRF FT FIR rF) 1 ’ 
f (f% RTlF FRFR FFT RT^el FRT RF t) Ffr IFF FRRtFR f% RT^ TR Ft/09/11 /206 RH^Id fFF RF t, RRRtRR 
yH! 1 ■ I -FF 'dfii FlF ■§ 1 

3FT RlFel RF fFfRT %T FFR FT RR Ret RTFftcT 3RFFteRT FeTR 3FFRR ( %eT RTF RTfF fF. F. Ft eT% R 
FReRt TjfFF Rf%) t I FflFt RpRFcTR 1RFTT 15 fF. RT. % ^RRcTR 8RTF 20 F. t I RcFFR HR9H RRRTeT (t) 7.5 IF. 
FT. RF 1 F. RR 7.5 fF. F% 15 fF.TTT. RF 2 RT. t I RF FT%^eR %JR t fRRFT FR RfrTFF oJ^fFFFcRF FftcT 
3F%g?R F^TTF t I FFRT FRRfF FPTtF (T^ i Ft) ctteH mR'JUH FRF^TF F7F t I FRFTR 230 50 F% 

FFFTf FRT Pd^d RFRT "97 FPt FRTT "t" I 



FT%F-2-"RfFR Ft 7Ttf% FR FT FFFF^ FRTFR 

fFFTF Ft FTFt R R %% FPR tFFTel FT fFTRFt F RtfcRT Ft FTcft t i TTteT F RTR fF7% ^ %1%Z % 

^f9 FFt if % Ft %t R R RtfFRT FTFC iFFTR FT RteT ^ FTFT RF t I RTFel Ft RtefRF FT^ ^ FRFR F RF W9t RtFTTFS 
FTRFR FRtFf f%T RF t I 

FRFTF R RTFTt FfeT%R FF RRF Ft ^PlF t" I FFTt FfFT%R FF RRF Ft Odvt ^ f% F"^t FT^/RRT ■mW ^ fFR 
fTFF Rt f%T RF t I 

3TR FRtR RTFR f%RF RR f%R (RTFeft F RRRIf) fFTR, 201 1 F fRRR 8 F RR-tRRR (9) RR1 RRF FfFTRt' 
F RFR FTF RR RR FtRFT FTcft ^ IF RF RT^el F 3TRRIRR ^ RR RRTF-F F BTfFt RRt IdPlHfdl RRT RTTt iFSTF, "feFTRR 
F 2TR7TR FtT RRt RTRTlt F fFRRT RF -RRRtfF nisei pR In ■mT u I IFF RF Pi pH cl RTlt ^<21 ell F F^ F Rf, RRIFtT 3lt\ 

F: J RleH F clteld RRF7F F FR F 100 fR. F. R 2 F. FF F * F” RH F fFTR 100 F 10,000 FF Ft % R RrFRR HIMHM 
RFReT (RR) Fk 5 F. F R7TF 3TpRF F “ t'* RTF F fFR 500 F 10,000 ?IF Ft % R 7RFRR RTRRH RFTTef (RF) RfFF 50 
fl -xfe- rd dhv ^dre {lerkolysgS/l^ eki l^lOR 2 X 10^, 5 X 10*, F f"', F RRTcRF F FFTrRF RFfF F 7JRT F 
RRReR t I 


[FT. R. ^eR RR*21(380)/2010] 
F. RR. %Ff, PTRFF, WrF RN f%TR 
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S.0.1142.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Legal Metrology Act, 2009 (1 of 2010) and the Legal Metrology (Approval of Models) Rules, 2011 and the said model 
is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Section 22 of the Legal Metrology Act, 2009 (1 of 2010) read 
with sub-rule (6) of rule 8 and sub-rule (4) of rule 11 of the Legal Metrology (Approval of Models) Rules, 2011, the Central 
Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval ot the model of non-automatic weighing instrument 
(Table Top Type ) with digital indication of Medium Accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of series “DS-515’ and with brand 
name “ESSAE" (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Essae Teraoka Limited, No. 377/22, 6th 
Cross, Wilson Garden, Bangalore-560027 and which is assigned the approval mark IN D/09/11 /206; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Tabic Top Type-Dual 
Interval-with kg to litre conversion facility) with a maximum capacity of 15 kg. and minimum capacity of 20g. The 
verification scale interval (e) is lg up to 7.5 kg and above 7.5 kg and up to 15 kg is 2g. It has a tare device with a 100 
percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The 
instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply 

Figure-l 



Figure-2—Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the model. 

Sealing is done on the display by passing sealing wire from the body of the display. The seal is connected by 
whole in base plate and top cover of display, then seal wire is passed through these two holes attached with seal. A typical 
schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration, A jumper short has also been provided in A/D card/mother 
board to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-rule (9) of rule 8 of the Legal Metrology (Approval of Models) 
Rules, 2011, the Central Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the 
weighing instrument of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg. 
with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10000 for - e’value of lOOmg. to 2g. and with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10000 for‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value of I*l0\2x]0 k .or5xl0 k ,wherekis 
a positive or negative whole numbei or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same 
principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No.WM-21(380)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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R^f^ft, 19f*RRRT,2011 

cf>T.3TT. 1143.—7KRF7 RF, fR%R RTfaRFTt ]JRT R'tf R7<JtT RT fRRR R>T^ ^ H^I^RR 7TRTRTR RRT t fRT 
RRR f^ 3 Rf% RT5RT (Rt^^Rf 3TF£fR-^#‘) f¥RR7 RTR falTR 3}fafW7, 2009(2010 RF 1 ) f¥RRf RIR IRSITR (HIS cl) 
RF ^^hKh ) Iwt, 2011 RRRRf ^F 3 R]^r f 3fk JQ RTR Rft 7TRTRRI f f^F dOltlK RRlR R?1 3TRfR 3 *ft 3RR RTSeT RSRRcTT 
R^rt T^bn sfft f¥^FT Rf7f7*TfRR)f ^ <S9^71 ^RT KH RRRI 7#RT; 

3Tc1:, 3TR, R^J4 7RRF7, MRR^ RTF fR?TR (RTSctf RF 3^Rl<H ) fRRR, 2011 ^ fRRR 8 ^ RR-fRRR (6) fRRR 
i 1 ^ RR-fRRR ( 4 ) ^rr ^ ^ T^rf ^ ^IT fcptf fafRRR T^F^RFB ^foR RF, R^- 45 , R^ffR RR7, m)<im<sI , 

fTcrit-41 m fofHffid ^ ^TRFR 7JRR R%R "tRRt RfRT” ^ RT5?T RF, RFS RF RTR 

' ‘ R?R^” t (f3T^ ^ R?RR[ FJRR RT5<R RF?T RRT f) 3}ft M Sl^R^R faf 3Rf TTR Tt/09/11/176 RH^Id fRFFT RRT 

R, R^RTRR W-R RfTCt RRcft t I 

rrf RT5RT “^RRt RFr’' RRR 3M<=FV j I t RTf cRTTcTR RTF RRRT RTTRT t afa RTRt ‘^JR ^R RT^ RTf RiRT ^ R^OR PWl Rf 
RRR ^TTTcTT tl ^4 l d4< RTFR R^ RTfM 'SIR ^4 RT3T, RR RF R^ ^ 3?fT fRRffTR RTfs 7 h R>4 RI ^RcftcT TRR, RTT TO RF WR 
I Rl RlfR^cT 7JRRT 4F R^RR 3^^ RT^ if TORR t i RtR7 RTl ftt^R RR7RT RtFRNt Sl^-S (RcF i ^) '?RT 4^l5^ '"lml t I 
^Wf RFR RTl 4 ^’ RRRJ 1700 RRR77 Rfd fRRFRfFR R7 'RRTrfT t I ^ 6 3TR7 3TfR^d4 iRTRR] ^ IcTR, 4 3R7 >3ftR 

RnTR ^R R7TTR ^ feTR 3^7 4 3TRT 3TfR<4-dH RRR f^TR t I 1RR7, MNl$n RR^fFR^RR 3?R RfHtRR gf^RlSTl Rrt RRRhTlRR 

* RIR RTST "RIRl RTUR I 

3R^fcT-l 



3R^fR-2 RfeR ^ TTffRTR RTRRTR RF 4MdN4 oTRTRTR I 

RTfRTR 7RT TTttRFT ^7T 3?U fftfRTR f^TRT iffcR RR1 RR, fR 1 ^' R RlPdO RRR fRRFRT RR ^fel' J l RTl Wl f 3^R 7THRR 
[4R*i R7 RpS TTlcF RRTl RfTRt t I RTSR ^ TTtlRTR RTRRTR RF RtRRTRS •SiRftlTR RRR iRRT RRT f. I 


[RF. U^^RR-21( 234)72010] 
«ft. RR. fRRTTR^, MRR RTR fRRTR 
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[Part 11 —Sec. 3(ii)J 


Metrology (Approval^f 111 Models) Rule^M I IT cT ^ f T *■"* (2) ° frule 11 of,he 

appr° va l 0 f the model of“Taxi Meter” wiih digilal indication ^ " 

Nagar^eeragarhrDelhn Io04?and T t C h ' manufac * u '' ed by M/s Precision Electronic Instruments Co., H-45, Udvog 
g , agarm, Delhi-110041 and which is assigned the approval mark IN D/09/11/176; * 6 

maxImun^distoncrindi^atloVand^d ^T P^ r ^ ometer ' n d' ca,or have 6 digits for maximum fare indication, 4 digits^for 
supplementaryXvicerwWclfmay be Sached^withthe'taximeter' 011 ^ r ' n,er commun ' ca, i on and GPS facility are 

Figure-1 



Figure-2 Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the model 


Sealing is done by making the holes and passing a seal 
apd then a lead seal is applied on the sealing disk. A schematic 


wire through sealing screw, sealing bush and sealing disk, 
diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above! 


[F. No. WM-21 (234)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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R^ fted), 20 Prhh<, 2011 

RR.3TT. 1144.—R>^R R<R>K RR, T4lf>4^F7Rt £RT 14*g<1 fpRl^ "93 fRRR RR^ Rp IVRIg R|T RRIR1R Fl RRT ^ % 
^cTf^^'^m-RTSH (RfclRtR^ RTRffR^#') 2009(2010 RR 1) cT*TT MrRT RTR fRRH (Rfectf 

RR 37gRtRR) fRRR, 2011^ RRRRf ^ 3FJ^ t 3Tp[ ^R RTR Rit RRTRRT f % ROIl'tiK RRpR R?t STRpR Rt RRR RT5d RRTafal 
«HFT Rsfrl fafipR RfPfcsifRRT '49^ok1 ^RT RRH RRRT T#RT; 

m:, m, R^tR rrfr, -faftrer rtr f^iR (rts# rr 373 ^) twr, 2011 ^tw ?8 ^^ 9 -fwr( 6 ) aihfwr n 
^ ^R-fRRR (4) SRT RRtT ¥|P*1rT RR TT^rf RR^ ^ ^RrJ -gsTR (m )fd., 900 T*R3TT^, ^f V-l|u|l 'gRT Mr^R 

“ifrnf -*JWT ^ 3TRRFRJRR ^Tf^T "twt RpR" ^ Rfed RR, f5Rn£ RF^ RR RR U ^#RR” t, ^RRT 

RTRr^RRRTfcl WRRlt) 3^Tt^ aigq^lf^ 3TTf T^T'gt/09/10/175 ^R g^ l d f^IRT RTT t, 3T y i KR SROR 1 ^ RllA RR# 
t I 

RRR RRcT "^Rrt Rte” RFR RRRRR t I ^ d'lltlK RTR RRRT RTcJT t RTft RT# UKT RR R0 RTRT # #UR f#Rt 
# *.RR ^TT t *Hl4^PlR> W # RlM £RT ^R RRT, RR #t R^ #fc fRRffRT Rfe R RR R oR#R RTT ^trr ^ RfcRR 
t RlfRRRT # 3TgRR 3Tgg(«5b Rlt R WR t I tt^HT #t #feR RRR^T RRT#R7 ^Rte (RR t ^t) RRT R## ^JT# t I 
^FRt RR *#’ #RR 1700 RR#R #R f^dpRTR R RRTRT t I R 6 3RF 3rfRRKlR f^RTRT 'gRR R£ fRIi, 4 3f^ 

3rfR^TR ^ 3fk 4 3Tcfr ^TRTcTR RRR ^ f^ir f | fg^ j Rfal^R RR^fR^TR 3^T rIhIuR ^fRRT^' R^ 

^4Rloli7 ^ RIR Rftel RfFRT "RlfF^ I 



RTfrfcT-2 RT^cT ^ Rlfd'l R1RRH RR 9I4HN4 'STRRTR I 

Rt%R ^RR, Rlfd'l "g?l 3^ RtfdO f^°F R ifld RRT RR, ^RR "R Rtfd'l RRR fRRRcTRR RlfdO RtI RTTcft f 3fk RlfdO 
WPS R7 cffe #?! RTRI^ Rlrft t I RT5RT ^ RlPd' J l 37TRRTR RR RpRRTR^ ^TRRTR RRR fRRT RRT f I 


[RR. R. ^^gq-21(235)/2010] 
Rt. T(R. Rtf^RT, fR^?IRj, fRfRRi RTR fRRFT 
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New Delhi, the 20th December, 2011 

S.O. 1144 .— Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report(see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Legal Metrology Act, 2009 (I of 2010) and the Legal Metrology (Approval of Models) Rules,2011 and the said model 
is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-rule (6) of rule 8 and sub-rule (2) of rule 11 of the Legal 
Metrology (Approval of Models) Rules, 2011, the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of 
approval of the model of “Taxi Meter” with digital indication (hereinafter referred to as the said model) of “DM-FH” series 
and with brand name “DOLPHIN” manufactured by M/s.Devishree Mudran (P) Ltd., 900, MIE, Bahadurgarh Haryana 
and which is assigned the approval mark IN D/09/1 1/175; 

1 he said model of “Taxi Meter” is a measuring instrument which totalizes continuously and indicates the fare 
at any moment ofjourney the charges payable by the passenger of a public vehicle as function of the distance traveled 
and below a certain speed, the fare is calculated as function of the time taken. This being independent of supplementary' 
charges according to the authorized tariffs. The reading of the meter is indicated by the Light Emitting Diode (LED). The 
‘k’factor of the Taxi Meter is 1700 pulses per kilometer. The indicator have 6 digits for maximum fare indication, 4 digits for 
maximum distance indication and 4 digits for maximum time indication.Printer, Mobile communication and GPS facility are 
supplementary' devices which may be attached with the taximeter. 

Figure-1 



Figure-2 Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the model. 

Sealing is done by making the holes and passing a seal wire through sealing screw, sealing bush and sealing disk. 
:,,}0 tlien a lcad seal is a PP^ ied on thc sealing disk. A schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above 

[F. No. WM-21 (235)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT. Director ol Legal Metrology 
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RRcTFTHFT : RtR 24,2012 H# 4 , 1934 
F i fRe#, 20 ftUHT, 2011 

■^iT, 3TT. 1145.—RT-gRt tRFR F, fa fed RlfFFRt "5171 tR !>H^d RhV R7 fFFR F{*) M Fo RRTRH R RFT T? 

fcrptt R orftSm rtsf (Mi Rt M Brnffr M&) farfaF rn ^ih btMRtr, 2009 (2010 f 1) ct*tt Mm rtr Mm 
(-qf^eff ^Mm) fWT, 2011 ^ TTF# # BRJRR f Ml ^R FT Ft RRTFF R tF FTmR FT# Ft BTFfa R Rt FF RTSF 
^Rf fft; vM] Mi MRm m R^iM R tr^ft Rft tkf frtt #91; 

5m;, TTF, #^tR 4RFR , fgrf^FT RN (RTS#' F R^lfed ) 1WT, 2011 # RtFR 8 # TR-fWT (6) #7 Pl4H 
ii ftr-Rtfr ( 4) M ror Mm MRfrn farrm 3rf«rfFTR, 2009 (2010 ft 1 ) ft! *m 22 'gm rPfi#f wM f# fq RrR 
fmm Mm MM tm, 120/Rt, ssr()ftt MM, 33FF, RRt-834003 , ftrfs; sri MMM r*fr wRf cfrtRf Ff-111 ) ft# 
'' 3 nr<rr ’ ’ F btff h-jft Rfeo BrcFFfRr dlon T4F<3n (Rfctfr 4134) # Rfem f , "faiR# f fr feFt i?, 
(tRR jM ft# ryftcT tft rtsf fst rft t) Mi fRR brjrtft fR? btt f ft Rt/09/1 1/369 Refold fern fit f, bt^ft 

UF^I-RF 5[Kt chidl T? I 

TFT RTSF RF f^^cl Rm RFR FT RTI #3 BRFTfRT BlRMlldd Mm TRFRO (#Ff TTR TlfR ) t 1 fR#t BlfaFcTR 
yPRcTT 20 fF.RT. Bfft ^TcR 4TRF 40 TIT. 1? ! RRORR HIHHR BFRIF (i) 2 RT. 1? I $M RF BRFFRTTR #FT t fFRF 
RF-RdFR ^4>cH l cHF RTftd BTT^t^^HH RRTR t I 3TFm BrR^F DIRTS' t #) wM Mm Rf#TTR mMM FRTT t I 
^q - ^-f r j ] 230 #r2 -BTR 50 RFTTRcff FU fR^TT W RT FRf FRTT "t 1 




BTTfrfcT-2-RfecT Ft #1#9 F# FT FFTTO ST FOR I 

f^FfF Fl R R R l R RT FFT fRFTeTFT fS'WH F FfeRT Ft F# t t #c=T F RTR ^ ^}l Ps^-H F FT Mz 3F 
Tjq -g^r -q #t Mi R R RtfcrPT RRR fRFmTFT RteT R RtST FIT R I RTSF Ft RtF# FRT F TRR^ FT RF FRt RTFTTR^ 
SIRTJ1R TFTFT iFtT FTT t I 

TRFFT R RFR FfmRFT RF R|F FT #RF t 1 RTSfT #R#FT SF 9^1 Ft RFR F fFR FTR/RF Mi R fSR 
fRFT Rt tFO FTT t ! 

3fR FFTR RTFR fRfRF RFT fFTR (Rfemt F R^RIFT) iWT, 201 1 F tWT 8 F TR-lFtR (9) 'gRT FR RfFTF' 
F FTRT F# R7, F RTFO FTcfl t If TFT HISH F BTjRtFT # W RRIF-Ff M amRcT TRt fRiFttF RTRT TRt t^«Sld, fSRT^T 
^ 3TJRR BTR TRt RTRtft R fRRR TF BT^RllFT RfSF F fafHR'PO fFRT FO t, fRIRfRcT TRt ^‘JtsmTT F FR Rt Rf, RFRcO RR 

fiRfft f Mm brfrr Rt RlR M i oo fRtn. R 2 F. ctff < ‘^”rhf fFq; i oo R i o ,000 ?tf f ft R r?fft rnrh 

BTrRFT (R9 T B# 5 FI. RT TRR BtRtF F “ i' ’ RPT F Ml 500 R 10,000 cTF FT RO R RFTTFT HNHH 3RRTF (FT) MM 
50 fF.F. TF Ft BRFFTR FRF fR t Ml “f " RH 1x10*, 2x10*, 5x10*.# t, Rt FTT7RF F FFTrRF ^TfF F # 
RRRFT f I 

[F. R. T^ RR 21 (260)72010 J 
Ft. irt. MfM t, RtRttf, Mm rtr fFim 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MARCH24,2012/CHAITRA 4, 1934 


[Part II—Src. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 20th December. 201 


S.O. 1145. Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Legal Metrology Act. 2009 (I of 2010) and the Legal Metrology (Approval of Models) Rules, 2011 and 

the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render accurate service under varied 
conditions: 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Section 22 of the Legal Metrology Act. 2009 (I of 2010) read 
with sub-rule (6) of Rule 8 and sub-rule (4) of Rule 11 of the Legal Metrology (Approval of Models) Rules, 2011 the Central 
Government hereby issues and publishes the cert.ficate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing instrument 

LrT^/u Pe)Wlt i ldlg r al lndlcatl0n0f medlum Accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of Series U RT” and with brand name 
R TCO (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), maunfactured by M/s. Libra Scale Industries, 120/P, Industrial Area, 
upudana, Ranchi-834003, Jharkhand and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/11/369- 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Tabic Top Tvpe) with 
a maximum capacity of20 kg. and minimum capacity of40 g. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare device with 
a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The 
instrument operates on 230 Volts. 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 



•IIAMfIMI ,4 VLUiVICAMON I’LAIT 



Figure 2 Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the model. 

Sealing is done on the display by passing sealing wire from the body of the display. The seal is connected by hole 
m ase plate and top coyer of display, then seal wire is passed through these two holes attached with seal. A typical 
schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

n , exe /r ° f,he P0wer conferTed b - v sub -™ l<: < 9 > ofRule * of the Legal Metrology (Approval of Models) 

Rules. 2011, the Central Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the 
wag ing instruments of simitar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg with 
yen fication scale interval (n) in the range of i 00 to 1 0,000 for ‘e’value of 100 mg. to 2g. and with verification scale interval 
(n)nttieiangeof500tDl0/)00fcr te'valeof Sg.carmcaearilwih te-valreof lxl0‘,2xl0 l or5xl0 l , wherek isa positive 
or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle 
design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[ F. No.WM-21(260)/20t0] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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TOTT TOT WR : TO# 24, 2012/% 4, ] 934 


#fTO#, 20 R'TOTJ. 2011 

«JJT. 33T. 1146.—### 73TTOTT TOT, MTO ISnf^FRt TOT 7# TOp ft#2 TO fTOTO TO TO TOM TO RTOTO # TO F 
TOR f## # #% TO?M (## # 3?Ff# ##') TO f#TH 3#4fTO. 2009 ( 20! 0 TO! 1 ) TTTO ##ITO RTF f#TR 

( TTOfi' ofTi arjRt^) fro, 2011 TO TOM# TO TOJM9 t #T ^TT TOT TOT TOnTOT t 1# MTOTT WT # TO4f^ # TO "TO TOR 

7jx3i#n totto t#to #r Mror #tf##r# #' #to tot totttt tot ; 

3^ ;> 3M, ## # 73TTO 1 7 , f##TO TO f#TH (TO#’ TOT 3^HM) f#R. 201 I TO #TOT 8 TO TOT #TO? (6) TO f'TOi 
! 1 # -39 fro (.4) # 7TM TO#! ##TOTO f#TR -3TMTO, 2(109 (2010 44 1 ) #t TO 22 TO ###' TOT W1 TO ^ TO 
1TOTO7#TO#S7#TO, 120/#,t^tTOT^,'g5TOT,Tf#-834003,TO ; ^ TO tTOTO#T RTOT TOTTTOTT ( TOTT#n TOT 11 1 ) TOM 
“ 3TR9t” ^JTsIMT TO 3RTTO 7JTOT #FcT 33MTMTfMcT cftcTO TOTTOTM (TORTO# TO^R # TOM TO1.#TTT# TOM TOT TO “ f#TOT ” 1 
(f;# ^p4' ^4T# TOMTTcpTOR TOM TO TOT t) #7 ## 3 ^hI<H fTOf 3TTf TOT TO/09/1 1 '370 TTTO##R f#TO TOT t. 34^MKH 
TORTM-TOT 4Kl 437# F ’, 

TOTf TOM T3TO #T°fR TOT TORT TOTTO #M 331## MTTOTOfTOcT TOR TOTTO7TO (TOTO TO ) F I ^#1 ##^TO3 
TOTMT 120 fM.TIl 3# R£1TO TOTTT 400 TTT. t I TTTTOR TOTO 3TOTTTM (!) 20 TO. ? I TOT ^ TOMATO #RT t ItoTTOT 
TO- #TO TT TO44>rH 1 7H TO TOT# 3TOTOMM 5TTOT t I TOM TOTOTTO TOTO (TO ! TO) TOTO TOR MfTTOTR 44<Rid TOTTO ? I 
TOTOTTO 230 TOM 3# 50 TOTMTT? TOT f#p TOM TO TO# TOTTTT t I 



MT^l7T-2-TOM TOT ### TO# TOT TORJTO5 TOTOTO I 


fSTO M TOT TO# # 77 ### TOTO iRTOTMTOT fTOT# TO TTHcR TOT MTcTf i? I 7TTTO TO TO3TTO T# TO ' '• J : " 7 # #- ^ 

TOTO R #’ # R # #fTOT TOTO PTTOM TOT #M # #TO TOT1 f I TO5M TOT #MTO TO# TO TOM# TOT RTO TOTOT TOTOTTTO5 

TOTOTO3 TOTTlTOT #TO TOTT t I 

TOTTOTTO # TOT# cTTO ^#4 #t TjfTOJT t I TO#T #tM#H TTTO TO# TOT TT4# TO fMR W TO# TOT TO? # fTO 

f#T4 # #TO TOTT t I 

3# ### TTTTOR f#f#TO TOT #MFt ( H#dT TOT 3T^#TOT) #TOT, 2011 TO #TOT 8 TO 'TOT-#TOT (9 ) £1TI TOTT VlfTOTTO 

TOT TOT# TO# TOTOM TOT# t %MTOTTO?M # TO^#TOT#^TOTTTO-TOTO 3##T TO# #fTO#TT?TTTTO# 1#5M, fTOTT?4 

TO TO^TTR 3# M# TOT# # #TT3# MTOT TH^MlRd TO?M TOT #ffTOT#T fTOTO TOTT t, ##f#T TO# ^TsTMT TO ## # #TO, MTO#TT 3# 
TOTOTOR TO #M4 TOTTOTO # ## # 5 TO TOTO# Mf#TO#“!” TOT TO f#7 500 # 10,000 TITO TOT TO # TOTOTOTTOT 
3TO0M (TO) ##T 50 tTO.TO. # 5000 fTOTOTTTO TO^ MfTOTOT STTO7 TOM t 3# TOT 1x10*, 2x10" TO 5x10", TO f, Ml 
TOTTTRTO TO TOTOR3TO TO "?JTO TO t I 


f TOT. TT. TSTO5 TO 21(260) '20101 
#. TO- ##R, #TOTTO. f¥#TO TO f#TO 








THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MARCH24,2012/CHAITR4 4. 1934 
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New Delhi, the 20th December. 2011 

S.O. 1146.— Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the nrescribed 
authonty, » sattsfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity witluhe 
provisions of the Uga Metrology Act, 2009 (I of 2010) and the Legal Metrology (Approval of Models) Rules' a 0 11 and 

condftions “ * ma " Ua ' n " S aCCUraCy ° Ver of su5,ained «» render accurate service und'er varied 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Section 22 of the Legal Metrology Act *>009 f I of 2ft I Hi read 
w„h sub-rule,6, of Rule 8 and sub-rule (4, of Rule I i of the Legal Metrology, Approval of Models) Rules! 201 Mhe Central 

SET o. ' SSU ? S , an ? heS ' he ° fa PP roval of 1 «* ntodel of non-automatic wetghing instrument 

• RfTCff’ThTr " ft d ' S f 'ndication of medium Accuracy (Accuracy class -III) of Series “RP” and with brand name 
TCO (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), maunfactured by M/s. Libra Scale Industries, 120/P, Industrial Area 
upudana, Ranchi-834003, Jharkhand and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/11/370; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform Tvoel with 
a maximum capacity of 120 kg. and minimum capacity of400 g. The verification scale interval (e) is 20« It has a tare device 
With a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the w -hing uh Th 
instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. g Th 

Figure-1 
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Figure-2 Schematic Diagram ofsealing provision of the model. 

Sealing is done on the display by passing sealing wire from the body of the display The seal is connected bv 
whole in base plate and top cover of display, then seal wire is passed through these two holes attached with seal A typical 
schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above ' ^ 

to disable^c^es^toTxtertud calibrm!on. nl101 *° ca *'^ ra, ' on ‘ A d 'P sw ' tcb * ,as also been provided in A/D card/mother board 

p„ lf _ ' r ’r 0fthe P0 T r Conferred Py sub - rule W of Rule 8 of the Legal Metrologv (Approval of Models) 

Its 011 , the Central Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the 

ZATT* r S,milar m , ake ’ aCCUraC - V and perfoman - ofseries with maximum ca^ci ““ 0 kg n 

of 2x wlwre k' nterVal ra ° 8e ? P t0 * foe V value of 5g. or more and with e^value 

1x10 , 2x10 or 5xi0 , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured bv the same 

“Z manufactured!““ PmCiple ' ^ " d "* ““ — ial * ^ said approved 


f F. No. WM-21(260)/2010J 
B. N. DIXIT, Director ofl.egal Metrology 
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[ jj—- fejug 3(ii)l "^TPCcf ^>T <MM3i : hi4 24, 20124, 1934 

( ^TTrft^T ) 

M 12 *31^, 2012 


gjT.OT. 1147.—'1987 ^Iwi 7 (1) ^ ^ w 

wfi TTc^gra ^rftngf^rcT i far *3R#3 t ttt^' ^ ^ fcg tt; f 3 ^ f : - 


T3. NKdld HERE (47f) 

*Wcfa RH77 "SRI 

wftcT fMk 

fns^n, ^ afiT 7TFW 

SlfdshPRd TO?P7 RITTn 



3TSRTT HM^*, dP\ Tui* Fl, 



9ht TRSTI 3?l< 7^ 


■1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

!. 331^7^3 11763 : 2011 /Stff 7^3 337 5943: 2006 

337^ 777 11763 : 2005/ 

31 fk7R7 2011 

■q^fh 33k yy‘v4>Pt.d 1c Rk -3333 

V~q 3T) 5943: 2004 


oRT^TT - f^TOTTTt 37333777 



grrtsFi) 



2. 3TT^ TJ^T 11920 : 2012/33Tf ^ 37) 5550: 2006 

377^ 7^7 11920 : 19877 

29 TORI 2012 

cflftR 3fk 7*ft ■RT^T W TOO 

37^737 37) 5550: 1978 


tM (TOTT 



3. 37^7^12757:2012/^^^/^^ 

377^ 7TF1 12757: 2005/ 

29 TOTtt 2012 

2963: 2006 77k 33k TTk^ktT 7%; 

33T^ 733 2$ 2963: 1997 


3TTO 3377 ‘iTTcT 7TT7T - 



U,-4l^fe.=h M«sfc1 ( ^-Kt ^ddsj°T) 


.. _ __ 


Tfpr^(^)^ ufirai TOto bfff toe to, 9, ^r?r^ tttf ^ *n*f, M twt-i 10002, 

^.ulrP-fl : ^ ^t^FIcn, xT^PfS, CT«4T 7IP3T TOtTO : 3TSH4MK, WTfr, R^TO -g^TO, ^T^C, 

nwzp troK, wit, wrjc norgc tot, g*? <t*3t Pcpto^i^r 4 fro tg t 1 


[tM . TrcpTCSt/^-128] 

si 3JR. Tra (Tgra T^' 

(BUREAU OF INDIAN STAND ARDS) 

New Delhi, the 12th March, 2011 

S. O. 1147, —In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are give in the Schedule 
hereto annexed has been established on the date indicated against it :— 

SCHEDULE 


SI No. No. and year of the Indian 

Standards Established 

No. and Year of 1 ndian 
Standards, if any. 

Superseded by the 

New Indian Standard 

Date of Established 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. IS 1 1763 :2011/ISO 5943:2006 Cheese and 

1511763:2005/ 

31 December 2011 

processed cheese products- Determination 
of chloride content- Potentiometric titration 

ISO 5943:2004 


method (third revision) 

__ 

____ — -- —- --- - - 
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0) (2) 


(3) 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 
(4) 


2. IS 11920:2012/ISO 5550:2006 Caseins and 
Caseinates- Determination of moisture 
content (Reference method) (first revision) 


IS 11920:1987/ 
ISO 5550:1978 


29 February, 2012 


3. IS 12757:2012 /ISO/TS 2963:2006 Cheese IS 12757 • 2005/ 

and processed cheese products - ISO 2963" 199? 

Determination ofcitrsc acid content •• 

Enzymatic method (second revision) 


29 February, 2012 


o r i, /T' l f c " Standars are avallable for sale the Bureau of Indian Standards. Manak Bhavan 

and a Is B h nffi " ^'' °°° 2 "* R '* io " al 0fRces: New Delhi ' Kolka,a - Chandigarh, Chennai. Mumbai 

and also Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshtvar, Coimbatore, Guwahati. Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 


[Ref:FAD/G-128] 

Dr. R. K. BAJAJ, Scientist F & Head (Food and Agri.) 
13 W$, 2012 


1148.—(W^B) fgrPm, 1988 ( 4 ) 

^ ‘W&KI ^Tcn t f% ^ feprr ^ xf tttt f ( ^ ^ 






sFR 

Ff. 

FTT^Ft 

FRs^l 

Fsrfyd =6/4 

^TR =T W1 

HH c h 4TI 

m m nFi 



FlI^H/Rd 

) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) (7) 

(8) 

(9) 

1. 

L-9914496 

7-2-2012 

TTg- 

F^tif T^' Fcpif fqsr 

1417 


1999 




i|U|i|(d ^FIRT, 

^3Tf 3F'ijqTiT 







qrnid, 








faen H^W-123001 

^5<l" c hd 







FrfF^7T tT T7 





2. 

L-9918407 

9-2-2012 

4 VFJ3TT iFT., 


12751 


1989 












f^TFTT : ifsMld, 













3. 

L-9917910 

22-2-2012 

"4 FTTFTT , 

F^if ^fuf 

1417 


1999 




^TFfl FFft, 'qqT 4MR, 

^ 3TT'»J3*T 







f^TFTT 





-- 


— 

pR^I'FI 






[Fl. Tfhn^t/I3:ll] 
03?. 4KlR>|oR, ^IlPl^-TnTT rT^TT 70373 ( l(9»^t3Tl) 


[sfFTII—3(ii)] 


^ "FT W? : ^ 24, 2012/% 4, 1934 
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New Delhi, the 13th March, 2012 

„ , S ;°'' P ursuance °f sub-regulation (5) cflhe Regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 


3UttUULt 


SI. 

No. 

Licences 

No.CM/L- 

Grant Date 

Name and 

Address of 
the Licencee 

Title of the 

Standard 

IS No. 

Part Sec. Year 

(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(2) (8) (9) 

1. 

L-9914496 

7-2-2012 

M/s. Kaushal Jwls. & 
Diamonds, 

Gandhi Bazar, Ganpati Plaza 
Tehsil Namaul 

Distt: Mahendragarh-123001 
Haryana 

Gold and gold 
alloys. Jewellery/ 
artefacts—fineness 
and marking 

1417 

1999 

2. 

L-9918407 

9-2-2012 

M/s. Dhanuka Agritech Ltd., 
Daultabad Road, 

Distt: Gurgaon, 

Haryana 

Pesticides- 
Pendimethalin EC 

12751 

1989 

J. 

L-9917910 

22-2-2012 

M/s.Lala Dalchand Jewellers 
Churi Wali Gali, 

Nay a Bazar, Gurgaon 

Distt: Gurgaon, 

Haryana 

Gold and gold 
alloys, Jewellery/ 
artefacts—fineness 
and marking 

1417 

1999 


[No. CMD/13 : 11 ] 
M. SADAS1VAM, Scientist-F & Flead (FDO) 

M 13 2012 

^T.OT. 1149,- rTOfa TfFfis ^ |98g ^ $ ^ (( . } 3 

^ ***# *> wrt an4 n(mte * ^ftu, 

f^r p *— 


3t^ 


H. c( rjjjy 

wtcfto 

x% °F>t frrfrt 

.1) (2) (3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1 ^-9090779 A 3JT. fa, 

43 % *mu| frrtz 

7-2-2012 


^nftr^r 8112: 1989 


ftrar : -123001, 



Ffwm 




i * 1 . j:i j j 

■Q33. Fi^iRiqH, %if%r 

New Delhi, the 13th March, 2012 

,..gulSr^Zrn a b 'T' a | i0 a (6 » 0f ! he RegUla "°" 5 of,he Bureau oflndian Standards (Certification) 
'“ 8 * ’ 988 ’ the Bureau of Ind,an Standards ’ hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which are given below 

i-ve been cancelled /suspended with effect from the date indicated against each 
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SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

Licence 

No. 

Name and Address of the 

Party 

Article/Process with relevant Indian 
Standards covered by the licence 
cancelled suspension 

Date of 
Cancellation 

0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1. 

L-909Q779 

M/s. Durga Cement Pvt. Ltd., 

1km stone, Behror Road, Namaul, 
Distt: Mahendragarh-123001 
Haryana 

43 Grade Ordinary Portland 

Cement, 

IS 8112: 1989 

7-2-2012 




M. SADASIVAM. 

|No. CMD/13:13] 
Scientist ‘F’& Head 



R^fRevft, 15 Rpef, 2012 



mw. 1150 .—' qRRtRRTRRr^fWT, 1987 ^tWT 7 ( 1 ) ^ (71) ^ R RKuta HM<*> 

S$ Rd^g KT 3lfR7jfRrT RJ7RT1 % fRR RT7#R HM=hT ^ fRRRH Rf3 3t^-»fl ^ ^ ^ t ^ T«#Id RR t :— 



sFR 7T. TFRlfarT RRRtR RTRR7 (R^f) 

r^ wta rftrp ^ttt 

Fifelii 

rO #tsRT, R^ 3?|7 RtHRP 

37fds6fRR RRcflR RTRR^ 



3TRR1 , rIr r03 i\. 



Rff wn 3TT7 R^ 


(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. # 15761: 2002 

3Tlf 7J*7 11733: 1986 MPelRR 

31 fR7ER7, 2011 

(3R^ 11733: 1986 RR 3lfd9bH u l) 

RR! ^UlNd RRT 


yidjfdRi ^ 

Ri fFTTR RR ffe ( 37^7 ^R? 


frfT -gf RR 100 sfft ^ 

cIlcrR c bt fotH?; 1 TdfR 


jm Tfe, T C^ 3?k ^R? RTeR 

50 fRRt 3tk RTTTl 


1 37^^/37^7^3^ 817: 2005 

371^7^ 10609: 1986 

31 RUHt, 2011 

(371^7^7 10609 : 1986 RR atfdshHut) 

yVl)d4>-3rfRRTR TFsRT 


3FTto-3TfFRR Weft 




- HKdl4 PH4-I ^ ‘SrfRRT RKdl'4 RTRRT ®gjt, ETRR RRR, 9, RRT^7 W RRR RPf, R^ 110002, ^l4d4: 

cRH^d l, ^Rf, '5^1 7TRT TTTTsfT RldltfRl' : “ttletV, RiHlel, < gR^R7, TPT^Ht, t^TTRlR, 

RPPJ7, RRRT, ^ RRT PcHp^H-d l ^H 3 fRRf[ ^ RRRpaj f I »1#1 TIRRR R>1 http://www.standardsbis.in £I7T $tA<L 
R7 <3(0 *71 RT 7TR>RT 1? I 


A R. 


[WS :RR.i^l/Ri“2:l ] 
fcl^spt, %ffRRT ‘ t \ P&Jtt 


New Delhi, the 15th March, 2012 

S.0. 1150 .— In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (l)of Rule 7 ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are give in the Schedule 
hereto annexed has been established on the date indicated against each . 


i 


ll I 4 H 


.1.*,. IBqtyjlptfpUH .H^MMiPfl ll li'I'K l#‘ * h ’ K-iWl. . I ll^ll IIU I 



L *1**1 II — <3 U -S 


^ 24,2012/^4, 1934 

SCHEDULE 
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SI. No. No. and Year of the Indian 

Standards Established 

No. and Year of Indian 

Standards, if any, 

Superseded by the 

New Indian Standard 

Date of Established 

.0) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

I. IS /ISO 15761:2002 (Superseding 

IS 11733:1986) Steel gate, globe and 
check valves for sizes DN 100 and 
smaller, for petroleum and natural 
gas industries. 

2. IS /ISO 817:2005 (Superseding 

IS 10609:1983) Refrigerants - 
Designation system 

IS 11733:1986 Specification 
for steel wedge gate globe and 
check valves for petroleum, 
petrochemical and allied industries 
(Nominal size 50mm and smaller) 

IS 10609; 1983 Refrigerants - 
Number designation 

31 December. 2011 

31 December, 2011 




J. A. SIDDIQUI, Scientist ‘E’, Director (Mechanical Engineering) 

^ fecit, 20 r?M, 2012 

^5T.3?T. 1151.—*moh TTPT^T fqqq 1987 ^ fern 7 ^ ttt ferrrr /, x -A - , „ > 

w» it*. - # % i*1£. 4 ^ 


3^ 


sirq 

MR'hlq RH<*> ^7gqj 

Tnaqi sfa frrfr? 

eTPx frrfrr 

(1) 

(2) 

J ~ ‘ -- 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

1200 (frFT 1): 1992 

1 v ref, 2012 

31 2012 

2 

1200 (’im 13): 1992 

2 2012 

31 2012 

3, 

11401 (frFT 2): 1990 

I 2012 

31 TTT^, 2012 

^ ^ -q^ 9 ^ , rj . 


l " ^ \ivn4j 

New Delhi, the 20th March, 2012 

Bureau of'^diaifstan^^^her^^notifies the < amem^en/to > tlT U ! e H' 0 ^ l ^ C ^7 eau °i* nd ' an Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Schedule hereto amttxed have been “sued ‘° ^ ' nd,an partkulars »^hich is given in the 
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SCHEDULE 


SI No. and year of the Indian 
No. Standards 


No. and year of the amendment 


Date from which the amendment shall 
have effect 


0) 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


1 March, 2012 

2 March, 2012 
1 March, 2012 


31 March, 2012 
31 March, 2012 
3 i March, 2012 


1. IS 1200(Partl): 1992 

2. IS 1200 (Part 13): 1992 

3. IS 1140 1 (Part 2): 1990 ___ 

Copy of the amendment is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bhadur Shah 
Jafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices: Ahemdabad, Banglore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, 
Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: CED/Gazette] 
A.K. SAIN I, Scientist. ‘G’ & Head (Civil Engg.) 


^ ft?#, 20 W$, 2012 

tST.OT. 1152, —cjUlq TUR K^RtTOT TO (TOfogfrfeRRO 1957 (1957 20) 

TOlfTO -m f) Rt TOT 4 Rt TOTO (1) * ^ TOR E RtRR ETOR R TO TOt Rt M arf* 

ERsR Rl.RI. 448, Rife 1 RTRlt, 2010 Rt TOT ^ TITOT R EFT II, Tsfe 3, TR-TsT?: (ii), hltifel 13 EFRt. 2010 3 
WfW Rt M «ft, TO STfl^cRT 3 TOR R^ if f dPit^g Rt*jfE^' iTORl EFT 570.000 ^RE (WT^FT) R 1408.47 
TT^ (RWT) t, RtEFt RT ^ 3RR 3TRR Rt TJRTT Tt Mt; 

TORT RT R? W-TFT fl TO t iR V* E TOR R^ 3 Pfe TO '•[FT R TO E RTTOT 

RRRE t; 

3 R:, R3, ETRK, RtTOT TOR ^ (R^T 3?R f^RTE) RfafWT, 1957 Rf TOT 7 Rt TOTO ( 1) TO ERT 

RtRFlt' R1 RlW Rltt :— 

(^) TOR R^TJEt “R" 3 482.660 ERE (RWT) R 1192.65 ERE (TORT) TO Rl TO ^ ^ RTO 

srfaRR rto rr R RRt -rtto Rt reft ; 

(73) ^TRR R^ "El" 3 *1 72.000 <Ne (TORT) R 177.91 ^ (WIRT) EFT Rt TO *[fE ^ ER 
iTffr^R ^ R^T RFt R RRT RTTO Rt ETOT ^cft t I 

1 : TE Rf*EJTOT R ERE RFt RFl ^ R tw TOR (Hlk.d«il)/^/410, TOtET 

24 RW, 2011 RT fTOTO RetRE, fTOT-EIRE R RFlfTO 3 R RtTOT tTOR, 1, RRfTO FTTO 

RjRRTcTT-700001 R RTETTO E R TOE fEFt R^d^lR^T PrlPHis, (TOTO R^TO) 414a TO, ^^11^^-495006 
(^ctTTTOS) *6" RPTIrR fRR Rl TTRcTT 1? I 

■feTOT 2: TO RffrfTOT Rt RTT 8 ^ TO*tf Rt RR TO! RT^R iRR TOT t, f^f PinRlUsirt TOR t I 

3TTO R RRrf RImPhR 

• ‘ 8 ( j ) ^ oqf^T Rt fRRt 3 fTORt RRf RRT 7( 1 ) R R '^ RfR^TO fTOclt M t, t, rTRJRTT ^ f^TO 

^ 3J ^ feft TOR^Tt^fR^RR^R^ tRRt RfRRm RT 3 rN fR^ TO ^ Rt ^ RRtR 

RT TRnR I 


RTRtRTR : 

( 1 ) W ora * 3 RTO w amfirt -t?f -Offt ^firrnf fe lafe ferit •nfit o tskcu * h=pr w, r§m toi 

^TTRTl "t 3?R RRt RlRRTr ^^tR RTRR R TRRT RR RtR RT R?t RTTt Rf?T, I 

t2) (|) ^^^TOfRTORfTOfTRttRfTOTO^'^TO^^^ RRfRRlt Rt TO 

TO, f^T TORTPTt ^RT RT RRTR ^R 3^T^tt TOt RFTfRR' Rt ^Ri ^ TORcf 3TR Rflt RfclKRT TO, ^ R^ Ff. TO 



IsT^ 3(ii)] 


^ ^ wm : *Tnf 24, 2012/^ 4, 1934 
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ato <ra* m *t *nf *p« * arf^ Hfsw frfc? ^shj **ro *t ot* ^ ^ , 

2 SIT 1*7 ™ HP* * few nirnn ^ ^ a f^, ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ ^ ^7 teft ^ ^ ^T ^7 -qr ^ 3rf^^ |7T 3jfapRm ^ 37*fft srf^RT TOC f^ ^ f' ,* 

ftOTT3 1 1, S13*T ^^W-700001 ^ ^TRcf ^ TRm, 17 FT-II *fe-3 

^ (H), MW 4 aider, 1987 ^ ^TfTTeT srfmjTOr wm* TO.3TT. 905, mm 20 HP*. 1987 7JTO *fvf^m 
™ TOTT 3 ^ 37?JR 7T$m 3nfq=bKl ftvj«W fron t I 

37^ "TO” 

Mwr ^cHich, ^7jfgr 

faerr-w^ii (Wtmw) 

[}<sn=ti TTisqi Tm.^.Ti.m^/it.Tm.it/^.mK h! i^crl'jfl)/^jffcf/41 o d[{]<2f 24 3707?!, 2011 ] 

3lfaTOTT :— 

<^iich-1 : 

( TO ) TT3T^ ^pT : 


O 


tf.tt, Tim to Rm 


^kI ee«bl 

wrc 


Tim wi 




r^icii 


^TOT i' fc^l 


iiijT 


17 


44 


ydl4^7 


wjto 


122.240 


tot 


(TH) (I4W TOT Ijfa 


^p=T : 122.240 t^STT (fPWT) TO 302.06 TJTO? CFTWl) 


tot?. Tim to to? 


TOfcjT 


C 7 ?) mrr%T tot sjfa 


Hi^xl F^TO 
TRs^TI 


Tim msqr 


TO7?tcT 


f^eTT ^ f?Rj i' f^mrrr 


17 


44 


TfcTFTJT 


wpri 


65.420 


tot 


^ : 65.420 ~$«k< (?nm) TO 161.65 TJTO? (<TOTOT) 


^r.m. tot to to =bmi tosto 


to titoi 


t?tot 


3TR%cT °M 


&T #TOT if 


it 1682 3?k 
it 1683 


f^TOT 




^PH 295.000 


TOT 


------ : 295.000 l^TOT ( TOTTOr) TO 728.94 TTcflf ( wm*\) 

W ^ ( > : 122.240+65.420+295.000=482.660 ( flWI) m 1192.65 1^ WKI 

i.TJTii^%(>ini)«3if^T%^»n% w ^ w ^ 5lr . 47 3 ( ^ I) 473/|987(w) 475(w) 476( 7I5( ™, 

7l6(nn7),7l8(nm),7l9(nm),720,721 C'lni).722(T I m),724(l1P1), 725(^I),ll46(>1PI),ll4X('im),l’l51 (^1)' 

M53 1154 1155(^1), 1156 1164, 1166 ^ 1211, 1212 (HPT), 1213(HPI), 1279(HP7), I2X0(HPI), 1299(HPT),’ 

‘ 0 ’ 1F,) ' 1301 ^ l314j l3l5 (’ 1,TI ). 1316(HPT), I317(HP1), 1318 ^ 1376, I377(HP1), 1378(HP1) 1379 ^ 1388 

1389 (HPT), I400(HPT), 1401 ^ 1523, 1524(HPT), 1525(HPT), I526(HPI), 1528 ^ 1714, 1716(Hpi), I717(HP1)' 
i 722( , qFT), 1723(^7FT), 1724 3 1735, 1736 (*1FT), 1737, 1738 (*TFT), 1990 . 

mtmr ^jf^r : 

'j.-u-H-tiai up? i ;jffren “hi” ^ 3irh t sto sipfei q=i ^nn*fe , 683 ^ ^ 

7 HHTfr5“lS , ’3lk“'4”^?)cft^f^5"H"'qi:fira?i)i I 
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^ TOTl 1683 # MPlftftt RFT ^ RTft 3 ftft Ws4l 1738, 1736, 1723, 

1699, 1719, 1717, 1716, 1714, 725,724, 721,722, 719,718,716, 715,476,1^5"'5'", 475,473,473/1987, 1526, 
1525, 1524, 1400, 1389, 1279, 1280, 1378, 1377, 1299, 1300, 1315, 1317, 1316, 1212, 1213, 1155, 1146, 1148, 
1151 I 

■5T-U tliJT Tim ^ ^4T2 TRgR 1153, 1 155,1156, 1157, 1158, ! 160, 1161, 1162, 1164, 1178, 1 i 77, 1176, 1166 
Tcrftt ftfal ft«II aUTf^RT ftft TPTTftfc WU 1682 ^ “u" T fadtff t I 

4> u U2Mi 1682 cT«4T f«E^ 11 ft" 3 dal ^ " ¥ ” ft7 PHcldl t I 

773T afRl^Rlqft qnftlc-lfcTT^Tf 1682, 1683 ^ "RPI,f*F5^ 1683 ^^FSFlt ftFT,fft^‘V 

ftk 

Z-t fa=5‘V TfftcffiH l 


TtPTn: Ttftn ^ ^ anrP^f^“^” RtfftR?H s 

ftftt aiftranr • 

3tTT^m *|fft : 



ftT.ft. T4 RTT ftTR ftTRl^c TOT! 

R9 ftftftl ftftFT 

^ £aRR ft 

fciftft 

---f!--“ 

1. 3TTTfcm ftft ftt 1682 

4J8JR wpj 

72.000 

ftftf 


: 72.000 (TftWT) ftT 177.91 

ftftT^ (ftFTftft) 


■^FT tjtft (IFlfgT-I+^f^-II ): 482.660+72.000 = 544.660 %cf£T (FFTftft) ftT 1370.56 TJ^Tf (FETOft ) 


TftftT c^ul-i : 


oMleO-II: 

t®r mfm ftpfti£fe w&n 1682 3 ‘V ft ftRft d?n i afa ftRfsFT =bHi^i wn 1682 ^ 3fft 
Tjcff <m cT*TT “<r* 3 ^ fft^ ‘V* ft* i I 

fT-^T-1? ft3T 3ircfa3cT R~4 1682 ftT ft*R RF7 3rfc “ft" ^ ^ srTTPftfti "33" R4 PMeldl t I 

[ T R. ft. 43015/27/2009-^3^311^^-1 j 
ft. ft[ft, SfqTftfftq 


MINISTRY OF COAL 


New Delhi, the 20th March, 2012 

SO. 1152 .—Whereas, by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Coal number S.O. 448 
dated 1 st February, 2010, issued under sub-section (1) of Section 4 of the Coal Bearing Areas (Acquisition and Development) 
Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act) and published in the Gazette of India, Part-II, Section 3, 
sub-section (ii), dated 13th February, 2010 the Central Government gave notice of its intention to prospect for coal in 
570.000 hectares (approximately) or 1408.47 acres (approximately) of the lands in the locality specified in the Schedule 
annexed to that notiPication; 

And, whereas the Central Government is satisfied that coal is obtainable in a part of the said lands prescribed in 
the Schedule(s) appended to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 7 of the Coa! Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957, the Central Government hereby gives notice of its intention to acquire :— 

(a) the land measuring 482.660 hectares (approximately) or 1192.65 acres (approximately) as Surface Rights in or 
over the said lands described in the Schedule “A”appended hereto; 







[*TFT II-TsFS 3(ii)] 
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(b) the land measuring 72.000 hectares (approximately) or 177.91 acres (approximately) as all rights in or over the 
said lands described in the Schedule “B”appended hereto. 

Notel: The plan bearing Number SECL/ BSP/ GM(PL.G)/ LAND/ 410 dated the 24th August, 2011 of the area covered by 
this notificatfon may be inspected at the Office of the Collector, Surguja (Chhattisgarh) or at the Office of the Coal 
Controller, 1, Council House Street, Kolkata - 700001 or at the Office of the South Eastern Coalfields Limited 
(Revenue Section), Seepat Road, Bilaspur-495006(Chhattisgarh). 

Note 2: Attention is hereby invited to the provisions of Section 8 of the said Act which provides as follows:— 

Objection to acquisition: 

“8(1) Any person interested in any land in respect of which a notification under Section 7(1) has been issued, may. within 
thirty days of the issue of the notification, object to the acquisition of the whole or any part of the land or any rights in or 
over such land. 

Explanation,— 

(1) It shall not be an objection within the meaning of this section for any person to say that he himself desires to undertake 
mining operation in the land for the production of coal and that such operation should not be undertaken by the Central 
Government or by any other person. 

(2) Every objection under sub-section (1) shall be made to the competent authority in writing, and the competent authority 
shall give the objector an opportunity of being heard either in person or by a legal practitioner and shall, after hearing all 
such objections and after making such further inquiry, if any, as he thinks necessary, either makes a report in respect of the 
land which has been notified under sub-section (1) of Section 7 or of rights in or over such land, or make different reports 
in respect of different parcels of such land or of rights in or over sueh land, to the Central Government, containing his 
recommendations on the objections, together with the record of the proceedings held by him, for the decision of the 
Government. 

(3) For the purposes of this section, a person shall be deemed to be interested in land who would be entitled to claim an 
interest in compensation if the land or any rights ir, or over such land were acquired under this Act “ 

Note 3: The Coal Controller, 1, Council House Street. Kolkata, 700001, has been appointed by the Centra! Government as 
the competent authority under section 3 of the said Act, vide notification number S.0.905, dated the 20th March, 
1987, published in Part -II, Section 3, Sub-section (ii) of the Gazette of India, dated the 4th April, 1987. 

SCHEDULE“A” 

Sendhopara Block, Bhatgaon Area 
District-Surguja, Chhatisgarh 

(Plan bearing number SECL/BSP/GM/PLG/LAND/412, dated the 24th August, 2011) 

Surface Right: 

Block-I: 


(A) Revenue Land: 


SI. No. 

Name of Village 

Patwari Halka 
Number 

Village 

Number 

Name of 
Tahsil 

Name of 
District 

Area in hectares Remarks 

1 . 

Bansipur 

17 

44 

Pratappur 

Surguja 

122.240 Part 

(B) Revenue Forest Land: 


Total : 122.240 hectares (approximately) or 302.06 acres (approximately) 

SL No, 

Name of Village 

Patwari Halka 
Number 

Village 

Number 

Name of 
Tehsil 

Name of 
District 

Area in hectares Remarks 

1 . 

Bansipur 

17 

44 

Pratappur 

Surguja 

65.420 Part 


Total: 65.420 hectares (approximately) or 161.65 acres (approximately) 
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(G)fteierve Forest Land: 

SI. No. Type of Forest Compartment Sub-Divison Division Area in Remarks 

Number hectares 

1. Reserve Forest P1682 and P1683 Surajpur South Surgurja 295.000 Part 

Total295.000 Hectares (approximately) or 728.94 Acres (approximately) 

"" Total (A+B+C)=122.240+65.420+295.000- 482.660 hectares (approximately) 

or 1192.65 acers (approximately) 

1. Plot numbers to be acquired in village Bansipur (Part): 473(P), 473/1987(P), 475(F), 476(P), 715(P), 716(P), 718(P), 

719(P),720,721 (P), 722(P), 724(P), 725(F), 1146(P), 1148(P), 1151 (P), 1153,1154,1155(P), 1156 to 1164,1166 to 1211,1212(P), 

1213(F), 1279(P), 1280(P), 1299(F), 1300(P), 1301 to 1314,1315(P), 1316(P), 1317(F), 1318 to 1376,1377(P), 1378(P), 1379 to 

1388,1389(P), 1400(P), 1401 to 1523,1524(P), 1525(P), 1526(P), 1528 to 1714,1716(F), 1717(F), 1722(P), 1723(P), 1724to 1735, 
1736(P), 1737,1738(F), 1990. 

Boundary Description:— 

jfciROD Line starts from point ‘A’ on the village boundary of village Bansipur and passes through southern and western 
part of Reserve Forest Compartment number 1683, point “B” and U C” and meets at point ‘ D . 

t)-£rF Line passes through western part of Reserve Forest Compartment number 1683 then enter in village Bansipur 
and passesthrough plot number 1738,1736,1723,1699,1719,1717,1716,1714,725,724,721,722,719,718,716,715,476, 
point “E”, 475,473,473/1987,1526,1525,1524,1400,1389,1279,1280,1378,1377,1299, 1300,1315,1317,1316, 
1212, 1213,1155,1146,1148,1151 and meets at point “F” near southern bank of Mahan River. 

F-G Line passes in village Bansipur along northern boundary of plot number 1153,1155,1156,1157,1158,1160,1161, 

1162,1164,1,178,1177,1176,1166 then enter and passes through Reserve Forest Compartment number 1682 and 
meets at point ‘G’. 

G-H-I Line passes in Reserve Forest through Compartment number 1682, point “H” and meets at point T. 

KMC-L- Line passes in Reserve Forest through eastern part of Compartment number 1682,1683, point “J” then southern 

M part of Compartment number 1683, point “K”, point “L” and meets at point ‘M\ 

MA Line passes along partly village boundary of village Bansipur and meets at starting point “A”. 

Schedule “B” 


All Rights: 
6teck-II: 

Reserve Forest Land: 


SI. No. Type of 

Forest 

Compartment 

Number 

Sub Divison 

Divison 

Area in hectares Remarks 

1. Reserve Forest 

P 1682 

Surajpur 

South Surguja 

72.000 Part 



Total:-72.000 hectares (approximately) 

or 177.91 acres (approximately) 


Grand Total (Block I + Block II): 482.660+72.000= 554.660 hectares (approximately) 

or 1370.56 acers (approximately) 

Boundary Description: 

G-N-I Line starts from point “G” in Reserve Forest Compartment number 1682 and passes through northern and 
eastern part of Compartment number 1682, point “N” and meets at point “1”. 

HTG Line passes in Reserve Forest Compartment number 1682 and passes through middle part of Compartment 
number 1682, point “H” and meets at starting point “G”. 

[F. No. 43015/27/2009-PR1W-I ] 
A.K. DAS, Under Secy. 
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'OTTcT RR 7FTO 24, 2012/^7 4, 1934 


22 T TT^, 2012 

^ T - 3TT - 1153.—7T747T7 ^ ^ WtcT F^TT t %, ^ 3T5^T -4' sffa if RfarTT 3jfw<T %TT ^ 

77RRRT f; 

^ ^ ^1 #1 ^ ^RFfrf 37 ^^^^^ TRsRT RtT^eRft)/tjftf/413 

26 tRcT^R, 2011 ^T MSFI S&Ei, WpiT (^TO) ^ 3 Rl iFtol 1, ^idfu rf 

4 ^ci«hmi -700001 ^ RR^rfeRT 3 ^1 77 OT +)d^V^H fo-ifHcU, (TITO ^^FT), 7^771 7te, f^fra ^-495006 (^c#^) 

^ Chiqfd^ faRT TRTkTT t; 

(33#T3^^RT) 3TfafW7, 1957 (1957 20) 

3Tfaft*R ^F7 FRT f) RRT 4 7RTRT71 (1) ^TRT 77^ ^T ^ ^ ^ 7RRT 3737 ^ if cfc ^ 

^T ^ ^ 37^ sft ^fj ftft f ; 

^ 315^ if Mtf H fero ^ti ^RT, $77 3Tf*R£ERT ^ TT^TR 3 7JSRT7H ^ cTlffe ^ ^ f^f ^ ^R, 
RR7HR-RF 3Tf^chl<1 RI f^RFTTWT^ (7M7^), 7773*7 £«4 felfnis, TTpTTT Tfe, 1^777077-495006 ( V3RT17RF) ^ 7R$T- 

(i) 7 h\ ij [ RT ci^ch M RFT ^ 375^7 RlM'jfa^'RT^TfTR^ f^f i£ yfa 3^ ^ ^r TTi ^ 

(ii) * Sf^l 3 %77t %cT^TRI^Flt^RRl^RRT¥ fW 37ftRR77t' ^7T ^T ^R W^\; RT 

(iii) ^‘^ITWN Ff ^ 3?35rfW, IsRH ^ «£ 37#7 3Tf^RT R7 3Tf%RBlff ^ fa* irfcTRR ^ tjrt 477 

TT^TT 37*7 7RRT 3TfafW7 ‘ ‘t VRI 13 ^ W7T7T ( 7 ) ffe %jf*T ^ ^ TTW^T RT 3 R 7 ^ W 

7Ro£ Rit cJ«7T f^Tlt 3RR ^TFRl 3ffvjc^ RJ 77RffM R 7 MRrf 77 Rt RH^, ^ 3^7 

37R FTTTT^T oRqai ^7 7f4)'ii I 

3# 

#nw-ll ^4T«F ( 0^19191 ^), 'RcTOTR ^ 

^4^1l - TRTpTT ( ismltn^fe ) 

7» ^'<291 )/^/413 ?TI7te 26 17T7R37, 2011 


cfi. TRT^ ^ftT 

^.77. TOR ^FiT RR 7IT7I 


FFRtcl RTR f^firTT ^T RTR ^ if 


R7T7T7I 


^RfRITl 


^RT»7H 

$RT8TR 

WT^7 

77019^7 


7T7^prr 

777^0 

TK^I 

TiT^pn 


129.320 


96.230 

86.79ft 

m.m 


IS. 71^7^ ^T ^frr ( ) ; 


"37.77. 7IR W1 RTR UT*T Rt^7 


srcrcfr 777 ^t v\.m m 

:- 411.850 %WT ( c4WT ) ^IT 1017.69 Ti^ (TO1) 


aeTMd ^7T RF7 


f^TcTI RtI RP7 8^1 lhF27 $ PiU7»D 


RTTOTI 


^7J87H 


7R7pTT 

777^1 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

3. 

'47^1 

20 

UcTTg^T 

TH J i4l 

31.910 

919 

4. 

fa“-fat9T7I 

21 

991937 

7T37pT 

5.830 

919 



22 

991937 

TTT^' 5 !! 

72.950 

919 





;- 118.810 t^FST (?1WI) 7U 293.57 (HWI) 


9. 399^39 eR Sjffa : 

773^31 

i. 16S1 (fat) 


^9 73919 

73919 

fag ^4d < fa 

ffa99 

fa919H 

'rfm 737Tpn 

71.290 

WJ 


fag 71.290 (Wm) 176.16 TT^ (rPTOn) 


^fat9(7F47sT+9): 601.950 t^T(c=nmn)^T 1487.420 (^mn) 




T^-TsT-TT *31 919 wn fa “V fa 33T79 M t 3&7 9T9 WTO «£ 9ffa99t 919 fafa ^ ^ 1%^ “ 9 1 " 97 

ffacpftt I 

^T 

tTsTI 919 <*>H7371 fai Pffagfa) 919, “7?" fa D? iTRfP4i 9> 97 fPcTcft % I 


*31919 giW^V’l^fa -33179 f fafa pm 9197371 fa) -3aRt 919 fa Flfat ^ 919 TORI- fa) ufafad 

T^fa-fs^"*!" 97ffa?lfatt | 

«HFT-oT- t^T 919 ^ fa) 9*9 919, ffa^ “^T". “?” fa M & -m ^t-^'^TRT ^ TlMfaRI 73*91 fa “3” 97 
^-■5 ffacrati i 

fan 919 ^79) *fa gfM 919 fa ^Tcfr 973T9 3M fa) hRmRI Ifa-HR fa "9" PI fH<rRTt t I 

^-TJT fan WT gipn fa) WIRE m ffa^ '*’ fa 7 j93fat ^ urn ^ 97 t i 

TTT-^-g- fan 919 *17^ *£ 9*9 fall gfW 919 9fa “ fi” fa fatcit ^" 97 facial t I 

~_=r fan 919 ^7?) 9) 9ffa99) 'aq T r T ^cft Tim ^ ^fDTT ^ ^ 97 ffa^fa) t ! 

-r_ET fan 919 gflfat ^ TJ^f 919 fa falcft ^ 919 997371-971*4) TlMfacT 73T91 fa ffa^ “ *3” 97 faddf t I 
?J--cf fan 919 9197771 *£ 9*9 919 3 ^ 37179 tfa^ “V 97 ffaeffiT t I 

3*991-111 : 

^-•g-TF Tnr T Tl-f^ (, 9”^OT7-'9^mtf 

“g?" 97 'PTcTcft t I 

TF-5T tar 9T9 9^9t ?tcft ff 9T9 9^191 ^ ^oTTt 9FT fa' f9=5 “^” 97 faddl t I 

^-9 7M 3Tf% -*JpT ^ 9f^9l TTfaT (99T 97t9T ^ 979fa 919) fa faffat 3979 fa” 97 ffaclfa t I 

[99. fa. 43015/16/2011 91 397 39^ 99^-1 ] 
% 9173, 3397 7lffa9 


i 


III hll ' 4|»' 


h .<1 ,|,..N:ia 4 »fp^puii tm !-.*..« .|a <ni |i»*wt**t'it.*tl - 1 « n* I 
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New Delhi, the 22nd March, 2012 

S.0.1153.—Whereas it appears to the Central Government that Coal is likely to be obtained from the lands in the 
locality described in the Schedules annexed hereto; 

And whereas, the plan bearing number SECL/BSP/GM (PLG)/Land/413 dated the 26th September, 2011 containing 
details of the area of land described in the said Schedule may be inspected at the Office of the Collector, Surguja 
(Chhattisgarh) or at the Office of the Coal Controller, 1, Council House Street, Kolkata-700001 or at the Office of the South 
Eastern Coalfields Limited (Revenue Section), Seepat Road, Biiaspur -495006 (Chhattisgarh); 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 4 of the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957), (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the Central Government 
hereby gives notice of its intention to prospect for coal from lands described in the said Schedules; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said Schedules may— 

(i) object to the acquisition of the whole or any part of the land, or of any rights in or over such land; or 

(ii) claim an interest in compensation if die land or any rights in or over such land; or 

(iii) seek compensation for prospecting licences ceasing to have effect, rights under mining lease being acquired, 
and deliver 1 all maps, charts and other documents relating to the land, collection from the land of cores or 
other mineral samples and due analysis i hereof and the preparation of any other relevant record or materials 
referred to in sub-section (7) of Section \ 3 of the said Act, 

to the Officer-In-Charge or Head of the Department (Revenue), South Eastern Coalfields Limited, Seepat Road, Bilaspur- 
495006 (Chhattishgarh) within a period of ninety days from the date of publication of this notification in the Official 
Gazette. 

SCHEDULES 

Sendhopara- II Block (Maihamaya UG), Bhatgaon Area 
District- Surguja (Chhattisgarh) 

[Plan bearing number SECL/BSP/GM (PLG)/Land/ 413 dated the 26th September, 2011] 

(A) Revenue Land: 


SI. No. 

Name of Village 

Number of 
Village 

Name ofTahsil 

Name of 
District 

Area in hectares 

Remarks 

1 . 

Kapsara 

15 

Bhaiyathan 

Surguja 

129.320 

Part 

2. 

Barudhi 

16 

Bhaiyathan 

Surguja 

8280 

Pan 

3. 

Jarhi 

20 

Pratappur 

Surguja 

96230 

Part 

4. 

Sendhoopara 

21 

Pratappur 

Surguja 

86.790 

Part 

5. 

Durti 

22 

Pratappur 

Surguja 

91230 

Part 


Total: - 411.850 hectares! approximately) or 1017.69 acres (approximately) 


(B) Revenue Forest Land (CJJ/BJJ): 


SI. No. Name of Village 

Number of 
Village 

Name ofTahsil 

Name of 
District 

Area in hectares Remarks 

1. Kapsara 

15 

Bhaiyathan 

Surguja 

7.520 

Part 

2. Barudhi 

16 

Bhaiyathan 

Surguja 

0.600 

Part 

3. Jarhi 

20 

Pratappur 

Surguja 

31.910 

Part 

4. Sendhoopara 

21 

Pratappur 

Surguja 

5.830 

Part 

5 Durti 

22 

Pratappur 

Surguja 

72.950 

Part 

Total: -118.810 hectares( approximately) or 293.57 acres (approximately) 
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(C) Revenue Forest Land: 


SI. No. Compartment 
Number 

Sub Divison 
Number 

Divison 

Area in hectares 

Remarks 

1. 1681P 

Bhaiyathan 

South Surguja 

71.290 

Part 


Total :* 71.290 hectares (approximately) or 176.16 acres (approximately) 

Grand Total (A+B+C)=601.950 hectares (approximately) 
or 1487.42 acers (approximately) 

BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION:- 


Block-I: 

A-B-C Line starts from point ‘A’ in village Kapsara and passes through western part of village Kapsara. point “B” and 
meets at point “C”. 

C-D-E-F Line passes through northern part of village Kapsara, point “D'\ “E” and meets at Point I ' 

F-G-A Line passes through western part of village Kapsara, point '‘G" and meets at starting Point "A". 

Block-H: 


F-H Line starts from point ‘F’ in village Kapsara and passes through northern part of village Kapsara and meets at 
point “H” on the common boundary of villages Kapsara-Sendhoopara. 

H-M-K Line passes through middle part of village Sendhoopara, point ‘T\ T\ K” and meets at Point "L" on the 
-L common boundary of villages Sendhoopara-Durti. 

LM Line passes through southern part of village Durti and meets at Point “M" on the west bank of Masan Nullah. 

M-N-O Line passes parallel to Masan nullah and through point '“N" and meets at Point "CT on the common boundary 

of villages Durti-Jarhi. 

O-P-Q Line passes through middle and southern part of village Jarhi. point ‘P" and meets at Point “Q". 

Q-R Line passes through western part of village Jarhi and meets at Point ll R" on the common boundary of villages 

Jarhi-Barudhi. 

R-S Line passes through eastern part of village Barudhi and meets at Point “S” on the common boundary of villages 
Barudhi-Kapsara. 

S-F Line passes through middle part of village Kapsara and meets at starting Point “F’\ 

Block-Ill: 


T-U-V Line starts from point ‘T* on the northern part of village Barudhi and passes through middle part of village 
Barudhi, point “U” and meets at point “V”. 

V-W Line passes through village Barudhi and meets at Point “W’* on the northern part of villages Barudhi. 

W-T Line passes, along southern boundary of acquired land (northern part of village Barudhi) and meets at starting 

Point ‘T\ 

[F. No. 43015/16/2011-PR1W-I] 

. _ A. K. DAS, Under Secy. 

frjfcwM afhr % tiTTrrtt 

12^, 2012 

^RT,3tT, 1154.—RRSFR ^FT ) BTfafwi ,1971 (1971 T4 40) °FTl R 

RT 3 »RT TTrt idfaddT RRpT ^ ^ Hi cllfrFFl ^ (2) 3 dPrdRsId 3Tf*r+|RqY W\, FR7RR ^ WlftcT 

'rt ^ ^ f, W ^ ^ RPpRT t, *f| ^ RTTeTR 

(3 ) 3 3 *U4>Rl ^ ^ 3PRL3RFI 33ftofel RTl #PT3Tl' ^ RpR RRrT BTR-IRRRT 

STO 3T#I srfqehlRqT R5T ^FTf W1 BtRwfTd <oRWf Wn’ 
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454 . 

3lf445R) 451 44414 

4145R) 1414) V V 3l)l 3lf44)lf<r1l V 4>) 14T4l)4 4)417 

0 ) 

(2) 

(3) 


1 . 44 4F744445 (w Vim) 4T *Jl24 44445 

(Hli^ 44144) 41 44445 ( hhi 44144) 

Vi (^S4T) ftlftte, V Vrft (lTS?fa 1T44T4) 

4 ) 41 , fW) 


2 . 44 4FTSJ4445 (4T44 V?T44) 41 TJ^4 44445 
(4)44 V?T44) 41 4ftM 44441 (4144 Vim) 

Vi (T^4I) %fV5, f444^T, fVn 7J4T (4«I 4^1) 

3. 44445 (4)44 114)44) 41 <*R°d 44441 
(4144 Vim) 41 44441 (4FT4 Vim) 

Vi (ffe4I) fclfoA*, ch)d°hldl, (4f744 VtRI) 


4. "34 4FT44445 (4)44 Vim) 41 "5^1 44445 

(4)44 Vim) 41 4ft®3 44441 (4144 Vim) 

Vi 0jfe4T) Rlfnis, 4T4T, fVfT 3^41 (441 V7T) 


5. 44 4ST4444T (4T44 1)4144) 41 ‘gi§4 44441 

(4T44 V)T44) 4T 4)743 44441 (4144 44J44) 
Vi (ffe4T) ferfV^, 44^1 (7141*114) 


6 . 44 4FT4444j (4144 V)T44) 41 ^§4 44441 
(4H4 44144) 4T #3 44441 (4144 44144) 

Vi (?fe4T) 4^44 (^4714) 

7 . 44 45T4444T (4144 Vim) 4T TJIsq 4444? 

(4)44 44144) 4T 4fVl 44445 (4144 Vim) % 
(^341) 444ft, fm VoV (344 4V) 


irV4 7T44T4) 4)47, Reef); 7T4£fa114414) $4, Reef) (44 
434), 44T4, Vte (7T47J34), f?TO 4V, dtKTGTS 447 

4 TOJ afo 4574)1 3 Vr (ffe4T) fafVs V fWr 454) Vstf 

t) - 34474)4, 444 V 4 447 4T34fV) #3R V fe)7 4c£ V 
4544) V 4V 1414 441 344 Vi 41 Vim 

47414477, Rcfl'Jicl Vi 47f4eTTR 414I44T7 I 

4«4 4V V wfcm -$ Vi (ffVu) MV V RtRfi 4V 

W) "4 34414)4,4rrVr4 44? zrsW 44)44 V I747 444 

3 V W 4> 74Tf4?4 4 V WH 44T 344 V) 4T547IT54 41 
Vim 474I44T7, 44hfR Vj)fel44 V) 4TS4c7T?4 474T44T7 I 

fa^K, VVlT, 4f744 Vfltn V ^IKOI-S Vl (sIS'Hl) RlRR-S 

V MVl 45P) w 3 34414)4, 4514)^4 44T dddftlM 44)44 

V fV 4z£ Vi W V 74)f4<4 4V 1*714 44) 344 V) 

4T 44144111414414, "£4)^54 Q^feiqn V) 4T?4eITR 

V4I44T4 I 

4tR 4Vl V iV 1R4PT) ^4, Rcrf) V Vf 

3lR 4 V ^dl4i) V) "^teeR 341 4 V 1 4 Vf ( sTs'Ml) RiPh^-S 

V f¥Vl 45P) Vs) 34414)4, 4514^4 441 Vl 

V IV) 4^ 3f)l W V #P 4V 14T4 441 344 V) 
Ml^9dl5i 41 47444 ^14T44V, 5,4) Vi 
V4T44T4 t 

1T414R V ?f<4l u !I V V, R<m1 ^ 3lf4oh|Rai 

^4 "*¥ 3V 4V ^Clloh) 45) ^j)'6®h< 441414 3V del 

($fs4l) PellH^-S V Wr 4>t 4 V?C) 4 344HT)4, 45T4teT4 441 
2T3VT4 44RH V 3lk W V WlPHc4 V 74H 

44) 344 Vi 4) 1)4144 41414417, R^^rf 

Vi WW V4FT4T7 I 

■JpRRT^f Vi (tfe4T) leffV^ VVfm 45)4 34414)4, 

45TVl4 441 41441714 Vi V fV 44^ 3lk W) ^ 14lf4^4 
4V 14T4 44T 3R4 Vi 4T 1T4I44 V4N4T7, 74)fR 

Q^rddH Vi V4T44I7 t 

344 4^1, 454)245, Ve), 4faeHT§, ^V) (V) 1P4), rVPi 
( 44 1F4) 44) 3IWT 3V fW #1 4IJF (44 1R4) ^ 
V) (ffe4)) feift^S V f4fm 45P) W $ 34414)4,45T4fR4 
44) 4T34f7N Vr V fR7 4^ V 4544) ^ 14TfV) 4T^ 
14)4 44) 344 V? WTdlR 4) 1T4I44 V4N4T7, 54^5?) 
V) 4)?4RT?4 V4FT4f7 I 
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-JTJ (TOR R TJ®! WW 

(tor mti) r Rfro wrer (.to rttor) 
^ (^feqr) ^ (mski^) 


(TOR TOT*R) R7 Rft^ TTORT 
(TO TOPR) R WR>' (TOR TTTOR) 

% (^tSRT) fdfqi®, RTOtT, fTOT tTOWR (TOR) 


TOR?, hlRT, TO TOR (TTR TOT) W 3fft 
(TR TOR) TO (^feqT) ^ Wr toJ 3 
3TFRT#3, TORfclR cT*JT iMHPviM TOlfTO ^ fatr 3^ TORt 
^ TOlfTOl FTO W 
TOPfTd TOtfRTR m^’-lfril^H TORTOR I 

TOR, t^TT, 33TOTPTO R^TJ, TOILS’, T#T^, M<H, TOTOR 
3^3 PqpFFR R 7 tR (tfeRT) PdPH^ ^ MTOl TO* R^' ^ 
TOTOTtq, RRRfclR RRT TORfTTC URlTO Rl fRR R?£ 3?fT RPRt 
^TOfTO TOTTO RRI TOR faR^TOIRRTTORRTORTOKL 

fafalRR fa RTfTOTO TORFRTR I 

[fa TO- H011 /2/201 2 -rMFJ 

RTOlfaR TORTfft, 3TRT TTItoR 


MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 

New Delhi, 12th March, 2012 

S.O. 1154—In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised 
Occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971), the Central Government hereby appoints the officers mentioned in column (2) of the 
Table below, being the officers equivalent to the rank of a Gazetted Officer of the Government, to be estate officers for the 
purpose of the said act, who shall exercise the power conferred, and perform the duties imposed, on the estate officers by 
or under the said Act, within the local limits of their respective jurisdiction, in respect of the public premises specified in 
the corresponding entry in column (3) of the said Table:— 


SI. No. Designation of the Officer 

(0 ( 2 ) 

l. Dy. General Manager (Human Resource) or Chief 
Manager (Human Resource) or Senior Manager 
(Human Resource), GAIL (India) Limited, New Delhi 

(National Capital Territory of Delhi) 


2. Dy. General Manager (Human Resource) or Chief 
Manager (Human Resource), or Senior Manager 
(Human Resource) GAIL (India) Limited, 

Vijaipur Distt. Guna (Madhya Pradesh) 

3. Chief Manager (Human Resource) or Senior 
Manager (Human Resource) or Manager 
(Human Resource) GAIL (India) v imited, 

Kolkata (West Bengal) 

4. Dy. General Manager (Human Resource) or Chief 
Manager (Human Resource) or Senior Manager 
(Human Resource), GAIL (India) Limited, 

Distt. Auraiya (Uttar Pradesh) 


Categories of Public Premises and local limits of jurisdiction 

(3) 

Leased and company owned premises for residential, office 
purposes & townships, in various work centres and other 
Gas Pipeline or Processing Installations, Liquefied Petroleum 

Gas Pipeline Installations of GAIL (India) Limited in National 
Capital Territory of Delhi, National Capital Region of Delhi 
(Union Territory), Punjab, Chandigarh (Union Territory), 
Himachal Pradesh, Uttarakhand and Jammu & Kashmir. 

Leased and company owned premises for residential, office 
purposes & townships, in various work centres and other 
Gas Pipeline or Processing Installations, Liquefied Petroleum 

Gas Pipeline Installations of GAIL (India) Limited in Madhya 
Pradesh and Chhattisgarh. 

Leased and company owned premises for residential, office 
purposes & townships, in various work centres and other 
Gas Pipeline or Processing Installations, Liquefied Petroleum 

Gas Pipeline Installations of GAIL (India) Limited in Bihar, 
Odisha, West Bengal and Jharkhand. 

Leased and company owned premises for residential, office 
purposes & townships, in various work centres and other 
Gas Pipeline or Processing Installations, Liquefied Petroleum 

Gas Pipeline Installations of GAIL (India) Limited in Uttar 
Pradesh excluding areas of Uttar Pradesh falling in the 
jurisdiction of National Capital Region of Delhi. 
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5. Dy. General Manager (Human Resource) or Chief 
Manager (Human Resource) or Senior Manager 
(Human Resource), GAIL (India) Limited, 

Jaipur (Rajasthan) 


Dy. General Manager (Human Resource) or Chief 
Manager (Human Resource) or Senior Manager 
(Human Resource), GAJL (India)Limited, 
Vadodara (Gujarat) 

Dy. Generai Manager (Human Resource) or Chief 
Manager (Human Resource) or Senior Manager 
(Human Resource), GAIL (India) limited, 

Distt. East Godavari (Andhra Pradesh) 


Dy. General Manager (Human Resource) or Chief 
Manager (Human Resource) or Senior Manager 
(Human Resource), C AIL (India) Limited, 

Mumbai (Maharashtra) 


Chief Manager (Human Resource) or Senior 
Manager (Human Resource) or Manager 
(Human Resource) GAIL (India) Limited, 
Lakwa, Distt Sivasagar (Assam) 
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_ (V _ 

Leased and company owned premises for residential, office 
purposes & townships, in various work centres and other 
Gas Pipeline or Processing Installations, Liquefied Petroleum 

Gas Pipeline Installations of GAIL (India) Limited in 
Rajasthan and Haryana excluding areas of Rajasthan and 
Haryana failing in the jurisdiction ofNat’onai Capital region 
ofDelhi. 

Leased and company owned premises for residential, office 
purposes S', townships, in various work centres and other 
Gas Pipeline or Processing Installations, Liquefied Petroleum 

Gas Pipeline Installations of GAIL (India) Limited in Gujarat. 

Leased and company owTied pi emises for residential, office 
purposes & townships, in various work centres and other 
Gas Pipeline or Processing Installations, Liquefied Petroleum 

Gas Pipeline Installations of GAIL (India) Limited in Andhra 
Pradesh, Karnataka, Kerala, Tamil Nadu, Puducherry (Union 
Territory), Lakshadweep (Union Territory) and Andaman & 
Nicobar Islands (Union Territory). 

Leased and company owned premises for residential, office 
purposes & townships, in various work centres and other 
Gas Pipeline or Processing Installations, Liquefied Petroleum 

Gas Pipeline Installations of GAIL (India) Limited in 
Maharashtra, Goa, Dadra Sl Nagar Haveli (Union) Territory) 
and Daman & Diu (Union Territory ). 

Leased and company owned premises for residential, office 
purposes & townships, in various work centres and other 
Gas Pipeline or Processing Installations, Liquefied Petroleum 
Gas Pipeline Installations of GAIL (India) Limited in Assam, 
Tripura, Arunachal Pradesh, Nagaland, Manipur, Mizoram, 
Meghalaya and Sikkim. 


^TTTrt 24, 2012/% 4, 1934 


[F.No. L-l 1011/2/2012GP] 
ARUNODAY GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 

^21 2012 
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[^T. *7. -14014/16/1] 


New Delhi, the 21 st March, 2012 

S.O. 1155. In pursuance of clause (a) of Section 2 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of 
Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), Central Government hereby authorizes Shri Janak Singh. Teshildar, Government 
of Rajasthan to perform the functions of Competent Authority for Vijaipur-Kota and spur pipeline of GAIL (India) Limited, 
under the said Act, within the territoiy of Rajasthan State. 


[F.No. L-14014/16/12-GP.] 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 
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MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 23rd February, 2012 

S.O. 1156.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 280/1995) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court-1, Dhanbad, as shown intheAnnexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. BCCL, and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 23-2-2012. 

[No. L-20012/312/t994-IR(C-D] 

D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL,NaI, DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference U/s. 10(1) (d) (2A) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 80 of 1995. 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management of 
Khas Kusunda Colliery of M/s. BCCL. 

AND 

Their workmen 

Present : Shri H. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 
APPEARENCES: 

For the Employers ; Shri B. M. Prasad, Advocate. 

For the Workman : Shri S. C. Gour, Advocate, 

State: Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

Dated, the 10-2-2012 
AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012/312/94-IR(Coal-I) dated 
14-7-1995 the Central Government in the Ministry of labour 


has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of management of khas 
Kusunde Colliery of M/s. BCCL Area No. VI in 
denying employment to dependent son Mantu Das 
of Smt, Bungia Chamarin who has submitted 
resignation under V.R.S. (Female) is justified? If not, 
to what relief the concerned workman is entitled?” 

2. The case of the concerned workman, Smt. Mungia 
Chamarin, is that she was a permanent workman of Khas 
Kusunde colliery of BCCL and she was working as Shale 
Picker, Her date of birth is 31 -1 -33 and date of employment 
is 27-1-1972 as per service particular of the management, in 
the service excerpt issued by the employer the name of her 
husband has been recorded as Hari Das. She had 4 sons. 
Mantu Das being the youngest and his age as it was then 
recorded was 16 years. She declared Mantu Das as her 
nominee under the Statutory Rules for the purpose of CMPF 
and Gratuity etc. Management introduced Voluntary 
Retirement Scheme (V.R.S.) for female and in lieu of such 
V.R.S. offered/agreed to give employment to one of the 
dependents, prefrably son having physical fitness and 
within certain age limit, Smt. Mungia Chamrin resigned in 
time under VRS (Female) and offered her youngest son 
and nominee, Montu Das, for employment in her place. 
Thereafter Mantu Das was medically examined and he was 
fount fit. He was also celled for an oral interview and was 
also found fit in the interview as well. An approval for his 
employment was given by the competent authority by his 
letter dated 8-8-91. It was subsequently found that in the 
matriculation certificate of Mantu Das, the name of his 
father was recorded as Tulsi Das. Buit in view of the fact in 
the service excerpt name of husband of Mungis Chamarin 
was recorded as Hari Das, the employer became reluctant 
to offer employment to Mantu Das. The employer referred 
the to the Supdt. of Police, Dhanbad for verification. The 
Sub-Inspector of Police, Kusunda P.S. after thorough 
investigation and enquiry found that mantu Das was in 
fact the son of Late Hari Das, who had expired long ago, 
when Mantu Das was only 2 years old, but while getting 
Mantu Das admitted in the school, his uncle, Tulsi Das got 
his name recorded as guardian of Mantu Das. It was clearly 
established therein that Mantu Das is lawful and legal son 
of Smt. Mungia Chamarin and late Hari Das husband of 
Smt. Mungia Chamarin. The employers misdirected 
themselves in treating Mantu Das as son of Tulsi Das. In 
the service except which was maintained by the employer, 
it was clearly estiblished beyond doubt that Mantu Das 
was the son of Smt. Mungia Chamarin. The employer, 
thereafter refused to empoly Mantu Das, dependent son 
of Smt, Mungia Chamaring. 

Under the above facts and circumstances, it has been 
prayed that the Hon’ble tribunal be pleased to hold that 





MUa Tnnra 


the action of the management in denying employment to 
the dependent son, Mantu Das, son of Smt. Mungia 
Chamarin is not justified and he is entitled to be employed 
and get full wages. 

3. The case of the management is that Smt. Mungia 
the worl onan of Khas Kusunda Colliery of 
M/s. BCCL, had applied for her voluntary retirement and 
tiled an application to provide employment to Sri Mantu 
Das whom she claimed to be her son. It has been submitted 
hat Sn Harm Chamar was the husband of the concerned 
ady. Smt. Mungia Chamarin. The matriculation certificate 
produced by Mantu Das indicated that he was the son of 
Sn Tulsi Das who is younder brother of Harm Chamar. 
After the dispute arcse on the basis of the matriculation 
certificate, the management did not consider the case of 
the employment of Sri Mantu Das and in the meantime the 
surplus female workers voluntarily retired and there was 
no further requirement of reduction in the strength of 
female workmen. Smt. Mungia Chamarin was 
superannuated in due course after she competed 60 years 
of age and the question of raising the present dispute in 
the year 1994 before the ALC (C), Dhanbad did not arise. 
The present dispute after the superennuation of the 
concerned lady in 1993 is without any merit and the demand 
of the concerned workman, Sri Mantu Das for his 
employment cannot be accepted. The concerned person, 
bri Mantu Das is not entitled to any relief. 

It has been prayed that the Hon'ble Tribunal be 
pleased to pass the award holding that the concerned 
person is not entitled to any relief. 
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father’s name of Manatu Das finds place as Tulsi Das But 
the management cannot ignored service excerpt which was 
issued by the management to Smt Mungia Chamarin, Ext 
W-4, m which the name of the father of Mantu Das has 
been mentioned as Hari Das. 

7. Management’s witness. MW-1, Ghanshyam 
rrasead Sinha, sated in cross-examination that Mantu Das 
was offered appointment by the management of BCCL. It is 
not a fact that Mungia Chamarin has worked in BCCL upto 
60 years of age. This statement shows that the concerned 
person, Mantu Das, was offered appointment by the 
management and his mother, Mungia Chamarin has not 
worked upto 60 years of age. 

Another argument advanced on behalf of the 
management is that MW-I, Mantu Das, stated in cross- 
examination that his father’s name has been mentioned as 
Tulsi Das in matriculation certificate and on that basis 
Admit Card was issued showing his father’s name as Tulsi 
Das. But the oral evidence of the concerned person is not 
authentic, when there is documentary evidence and the 
documentary evidence cannot be ignored which has been 
issued by the management. The management also called 
for interview and offered employment ot Mantu Das as per 
Exts. W-1 and W-2. As per Ext. W-4 in which the name of 
Mantu Das finds in the management’s record as son of 
Smt. Mungia Chamarin and father’s name Hari Das, that 

ignored - lt cannot *> e presumed that in the year 
1987 the management’s record has been fabricated by the 
concerned person because that document was in the 
custody of the management. 


4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying the contents of some of 
the peragraphers of each other’s written statement. 

5. Main argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman is that Smt. Mungia Chamarin, mother 
ot Sn Manatu Das, submitted resignation under V.R.S. 
(female) and offered her son, Mantu Das, for employment 
in her place. The resignation of the mother of Mantu Das 
was accepted by the management. Medical examination of 
her son. Mantu Das, was also conducted by the Medical 
Board of the management and he was found fit by the 
Medical Board. An oral interview was done by the 
management and Mantu Das was also found fit. 


6. The management representative argued that th 
concerned person is not the son of Mungia Chamarin wb 
got VRS(F) on 31-3-93. Her husband's name was Hart 
Chamar. But the concerned person, Mantu Das is the sot 
ot Tulsi Das, as per matriculation certificate of (hi 
concerned person. But as per service excirpt issued by tht 
management in the year 1987, Mantu Das's name finds 
place as son of Mungia Chamarin, as per Ext. W-4. It cannoi 
be presumed that in the year 1987 management's document 
has been fabricated by Mungia Chamarin. Managemem 
stated that on the basis of matriculation certificate the 


8. Considering the above facts and circumstances, I 
ho d that the action of management of Khas Kusunda 
o leiy of M/s. BCCL Area No. VI in denying emplooyment 
to dependent son, Mantu Das of Smt. Mungia Chamarin 
who has submitted resignation under V.R.S. (Female) and 
winch has been accepted by the management, is not 
justified. As such, the concerned person, Mantu Das is 
entitled for employment in M/s. BCCL. The management is 
directed to give employment to Mantu Das within 30 days 
from the date of publication of the award. 

This is my Award. 

H. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
27 TFTOft, 2012 
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New Delhi, the 27th February, 2012 

S.O. J157.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Godavarikhani (IT/ID/34/2009) 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. SCCl, and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 27-1-2012. 

[No. L-22013/1 /2012-IR (C-II)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURF 

BEFORE THE CHAIRMAN, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
GODAVARIKHANI, DIST. KARIMNAGAR (A.P.) 

Present: SriM.SyamalaRao,BA,B.L., 

Chairman-cum-Presiding Officer. 

Monday, the 1 3th day of February, 2012 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 34 OF 2009. 

Between 

Gurrala Nagaraju, 

5/c Guitaiah, Age 28 years, 

Ex-Badli Filler, E.C.No.2115885, 

Qr.No.ST2-l 886,8 Incline colony, 

Godavarikhani, Mandal Ramagundam, 

Dist Kanmnagar-505 209 (AP). 

Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Colliery Manager, 

Goleti-1 Incline, SCCo.Ltd., 

PO. Bellampalli, 

Dist Adilabad (AP) 

2. The General Manager, 

Bellampalli Area, S.C.Co.Ltd., 

P.O. Bellampalli, 

DistAdilabad (AP) 

3. The Chairman & Managing Director, 

S.C.Co.Ltd., P.O., Kothagudem, 

District: Khammam (AP) 

Respondents 

This Industrial Dispute petition U/Sec. 2-A (2) of 

I.D., Act, coming on before me for final hearing on 
6-2-2012, upon perusing all the documents on record and 
upon hearing the arguments of Sri K.Sudhakar Reddy, 
Advocate, for the petitioner and Sri D.Krishna Murthy, 
Advocate, for the respondents, having stood over for 
consideration till this date, the court passed the following:- 


AWARD 

1. This is an Industrial Dispute petition filed by the 
petitioner U/Sec. 2-A(2) of I D. Act, 1947 to set aside the 
office order dt. 1/5-9-2007 passed by the 2nd respondent 
dismissing the petitioner from service w.e.fr 4-9-2007 and 
direct the respondents' company to reinstate him into 
service with continuity of service, all other consequential 
attendant benefits and full back wages. 

2. The brief averments of the petition are that he was 
appointed as Badli Filler by the respondents company on 
1-9-2005 under dependent employment scheme, in place of 
his father Gattaiah and ever since he was discharging his 
duties to the utmost satisfaction of the company 
authoi ities. He belongs to B.C. community and hails from a 
very poor family. During the year 2006, the petitioner was 
compelled to look after his mother and father who were 
given prolonged medical treatment. His father on account 
of heart attack was imparted medical treatment in the 
company Area Hospital at Godavarikhani. The petitioner 
also suffered from frequent fever and jaundice. As such in 
the year, 2006 he was put in 65 musters. The original 
medical certificate showing the treatment of his father from 
3-7-2006 to 28-8-2007 is filed before this court as additional 
evidence. Being the male member in the family, whole 
responsibility has been shifted on the shoulder of the 
Jpetitioner. The 1st respondent without considering the 
true facts issued charge sheet under the company s standing 
order No. 25.25 dt. 26-3-2007 alleging that:- 

“For your habitual absence from duty without 
sufficient cause during the year 2006” and worked 
only for 65 days : 

3. And that the petitioner given his oral satisfactory 
explanation to the respondents for the charge sheet and 
not submitted any written explanation. There is reasonable 
and sufficient cause for the alleged absence to the petitioner 
during the said year 2006 for genuine ill health of mother 
and father of the petitioner and himself. It is neither willful 
nor deliberate. But on 7-4-2007, the respondents conducted 
a domestic enquiry farcically. He participated in the domestic 
enquiry and deposed the genuine health problem of his 
mother and father, death of his mother and his ill health 
during the year 2006. 

4 And that the respondents failed to give any family 
counseling and observation period to the petitioner after 
the domestic enquiry. The 2nd respondent without 
considering the genuine ill health of the petitioner and his 
father, dismissed him from service illegally w.e.f., 4-9-2007 
by office order No. PBA/ PER/129/2231, dt. 1/5-9-2007. 

5. And that the domestic enquiry w as not conducted 
fairly and properly. Further findings of the enquiry officer 
are highly perverse and bias. Fair opportunity was not 
given to the peritioner to defend himself. The enquiry officer 
did not properly appreciate the documentary and oral 
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evidence adduced by the petitioner. The entire proceedings 
were recorded in English language and not known to the 
petitioner who is an illiterate. His signatures were obtained 
under the threat of insubordination. Hence, the court may 
be pleased to hold the domestic enquiry as invalid and 
vitiated. 

6. And that the respondent No. 1 issued show cause 
notice dt. 10/13-7-2007 on the enquiry report. For which he 
submitted his representation. Office copy of representation 
is not available with the petitioner and hence not filed 
before this court. The said notice along with enquiry report 
and enquiry statement is herewith filed in the list of 
documents for kind perusal of the court. The respondent 
No. 2 passed the dismissal order straight away and prior 
show cause notice proposing the said capital punishment 
of dismissal from service was not issued to the petitioner 
by the respondent company which is against the 
mandatory/statutory provisions of law and contrary to the 
principles of natural justice. Further the said extremely harsh 
punishment of dismissal from service is highly excessive 
and shockingly disproportionate the gravity of alleged 
charge levelled against the petitioner, it amounts to 
economic death of the petitioner. It is not at all warranted 
and is liable to be quashed by this court. 

7. And that ever since his unjust dismissal from 
service w.e.f., 4-9-2007, he could not secure any other 
alternative job. He remained unemployed and incurred huge 
debts for medical and domestic expenses of his family. He 
is facing lot of hardship and misery to eak out livelihood 
tor all his family members. He was compelled to take debts 
and loans to meet the domestic expenses which are essential 
for his family existence and livelihood. The petitioner 
submitted his medical certificates to the respondents' 
company and there is no secondary evidence and proof of 
submission with the petitioner. Therefore prays as above. 

8. The respondent No. 2 filed his counter denying all 
the allegations made in the petition and putting .the 
petitioner to strict proof of those allegations which is 
adopted by respondents 1 & 3 by filing a memo. 

9. The brief averments of counter of R-2 are that it is 
a Government company incorporated under the provisions 
of Company's Act, 1956 for carrying out the business of 
winning and selling the coal. Since the coal mining industry 
is a central subject, the appropriate Government for this 
respondent! management is Central Government As per 
5ec.7(a)( 1) of I D.. Act, the appropriate Government may 
by notification in the official gazette constitute one or more 
Industrial Tribunals for the adjudication of Industrial 
Disputes relating to any matter whether specified in the 
2nd or 3rd Schedules and for performing such other 
functions as may be assigned to them under this Act. The 
Central Government established an Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court at Hyderabad from 29-12-2000 for adjudication 
of Industrial Disputes and the petitioner ought to have 


approached the said Tribunal for the redressal of grievance, 
if any. But the petitioner conveniently avoided to file his 
petition before the Tribunal established by the Government 
for the reasons best known to him and foe petition is not 
maintainable under law and foe same may be dismissed on 
this ground alone. 

10. And that the maintainability of the dispute raised 
by foe petitioner before this court may be decided as 
preliminary issue before proceeding with foe trial. 

11. And that the petitioner was appointed into the 
service of the respondents company as Coal Filler on 
1-9-2005 and the petitioner was a habitual absentee. The 
following attendance particulars of foe petitioner indicate 
foe fact that foe petitioner was not regular to his duties 
from the date of appointment and in no year he had put in 
minimum required 190 musters during the period from 2005 
to 2007. 


SI. No. 

Year 

No. of musters 

I 

2005 

18 

2 

2006 

65 

3 

2007 

01 


12. During the period from January 2006 to December 
2006, the petitioner has put in only 65 musters. As the 
above act amounted to misconduct under company's 
standing orders clause No. 25.25 he was charge sheeted 
vide charge sheet dt. 26-3-2007. The relevant clause of 
standing orders reads as under: 

25.25 - Habitual late attendance or habitual absence 
from duty without sufficient cause” 

13. The petitioner received the charge sheet and failed 
to submit his explanation. As such the petitioner was issued 
enquiry notice dt. 26-3-2007 advising the petitioner to attend 
the enquiry on 7-4-2007 along with witnesses if any to 
defend his case. The petitioner attended the enquiry 
proceedings on 7-4-2007 and submitted his explanation 
vide letter dt.7-4-2007. The petitioner pleaded guilty of the 
charges levelled against him. He did not file any 
documertary evidence or examine any witnesses in support 
of his contention. 

14. And that it not mandatory under any statute or 
law to subject an employee for family counseling or 
observation period. He put in only (1) muster during the 
year 2007 even after issuance of charge sheet. From this it 
is evident that the petitioner was a habitual absentee, 
therefore the petitioner was directly dismissed w.e.f., 
4-9-2007. Further the explanation submitted by the 
petitioner was not found satisfactory. 

15. And that the domestic enquiry was conducted in 
a fair way and the charge sheeted employee was given 
every opportunity to defend his case. The petitioner was 
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explained the contents of charge sheet and the enquiry 
procedure in Telugu language by the enquiry officer and 
the petitioner after .having satisfied himself signed the 
enquiry proceedings. The petitioner though offered the 
opportunity of have assistance of anyone of his fellow 
workman did not avail the same. The petitioner did not 
cross examine the respondent/management witnesses when 
opportunity was given by the enquiry officer. Thus it can 
be said that the enquiry was conducted giving fair 
opportunity to the petitioner and the enquiry officer and 
the enquiry officer submitted his report holding the 
petitioner guilty of misconduct basing on the evidence on 
record. 

16. And that according to Article 311(1) of 
Constitution of India, no person who is a member of a Civil 
Service of the Union or an All India Service or Civil Service 
of a State or holds a civil post under the Union or State 
shall be dismissed or removed by an authority subordinate 
to that by which he was appointed. This makes it clear that 
the provision is applicable to only to the person holding 
civil post. And Article 311 (2), no such person as aforesaid 
shall be dismissed or removed or reduced in rank except 
after an enquiry in which he has been informed the charges 
against him and given a reasonable opportunity of being 
heard in respect of those charges. And the penalty may be 
imposed on the basis of the evidence adduced during the 
enquiry and it shall not be necessary to give such person 
any opportunity of making representation on the penalty 
imposed. As such issue of show cause notice proposing 
the punishment is not a requirement of the principles of 
natural justice and moreover the respondents' company 
standing orders do not speak about issue of show cause 
notice proposing the punishment to be imposed on the 
delinquent employee. 

17. And that the respondents company employs more 
than 70,000 persons, which includes workmen, Executives 
and Supervisors. The production results will depend upon 
the overall attendance and performance, of each and every 
individual. They are interlinked and inseparable. In this 
regard, if anyone remains absent, without prior sanction of 
leave or without any justified cause, the work to be 
performed get effected. Such unauthorised absence creates 
sudden void, which at times is very difficult to fill up, and 
there will be proper planning and already planned schedule 
get suddenly disturbed without prior notice. That is the 
reason why the respondents company is compelled to take 
severe action against the unauthorised absentees. In the 
instant case, the petitioner is one such unauthorised 
absentee having only 65 musters in the year 2006 and failed 
to improve his attendance and work performance even after 
issuing the charge sheet. With the advent and 
implementation of new industrial and economic policies by 
Central Government as well as company, the respondents 
company cannot go on employing the persons who are 
chronic absentees, who were burden to the respondents 


company as such the respondent company was constrained 
to dismiss the petitioner for his unauthorised absenteeism 
vide order dt. 1/5-9-2007. It is the petitioner's misconduct 
which has compelled the respondents' management to 
impose penalty of dismissal which cannot be termed as 
unjust and the respondents/management cannot be held 
responsible for the alleged huge debts and unemployment. 
Therefore prays to dismiss the petition with costs, 
otherwise the respondents' company suffers irreparable 
loss. 

18. The counsel for the petitioner filed a memo 

U/Sec. 11-Aofthe I.D., Act, on 5-12-2011 after givingnotice 

to the respondents counsel who endorsed "copy received , 
stating that the petitioner is not challenging the validity of 
domestic enquiry conducted by the respondent in the above 
case and the court may be pleased to decide the quantum 
of relief on the basis of the material available on record. 
The memo is recorded. In view of the memo, no preliminary 
issues are framed and settled. 

19. During the enquiry, no witnesses are examined 
on either side, but Ex.W-1 & Ex.W-2 are marked on behalf 
of the petitioner and Ex.M-1 to Ex.M-8 are marked on behalf 
of the respondents, by consent. 

20. Heard both sides. Perused the material papers on 
record. 

Now the points that arise for consideration are:- 

1. Whether the present petition is maintainable 
before this Tribunal? 

2. Whether the charge framed against the 
petitioner is proved? 

3. Whether the dismissal order dt. 1/5-09-2007, 
without issuing any show cause notice is 
arbitrary, illegal, unjust, against the statutory 
provisions and contrary to the principles of 
natural justice; if not, whether the punishment 
awarded is highly excessive and shockingly 
disproportionate to the alleged charge? 

4. To what relief the petitioner is entitled? 

21. POINT No.l:- 

It is the case of the respondents that the respondents 
company incorporated under the provisions of Company s 
Act, 1956 for carrying out the business and selling the coal 
and since the coal mining industry is a Central subject, the 
appropriate Government for this respondents/management 
is Central Government and that as per Sec. 7 A( 1) of I.D., 
Act, the appropriate Government by may its notification 
the official gazette constitute one or more industrial 
tribunals for adjudication of industrial disputes relating to 
any matter whether specified in the 2nd or 3rd schedule 
and for performing such other functions as may be assigned 
to them under this Act. The respondents further submitted 
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in their counter the Central Government established an 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court at Hyderabad on 
29-12-2000 for adjudication of industrial disputes and the 
petitioner ought to have approached the said tribunal for 
redressal of grievances if any. But the petitioner 
conveniently avoided to file his petition before the Tribunal 
established by the Central Government for the reasons 
best known to him and the petition is not maintainable 
under law and the same may be dismissed on the ground 
and this issue may be decided as preliminary issue before 
proceeding with the trial. 

"Appropriate Government is described U/Sec.2-A of 
the I D., Act, 1947". According to Sec.2-A(l) of the above 
Act, the Appropriate Government, by notification in the 
official gazette constitutes one or more Industrial Tribunals 
for adjudication of industrial disputes relating to any matter 
whether specified in 2nd or 3rd schedule. So, according to 
the above 2 provisions of law, this Tribunal is established. 
Admitted Iy the petition filed by the petitioner is covered 
by an industrial dispute. 

22. In a case reported in 1998(5) ALD-16 (D. B) in a 
writ petition between U. Chinnappa Vrs., Cotton Corporation 
of India and others; the Division Bench of our High Court 
held - "we will assume that in so far as the dismissed or 
retrenched workman is able to approach the Labour Court 
straight-away, the power of the Central Government to make 
a reference of the dispute may be whittled down protanto 
and in that sense there is a conflict or repugnancy with 
sub-section (2) of Section 2(A) and Section 10(1) r/w sub¬ 
section (1) of Section 2-A and Section 3 of the Act. Even 
then, the Presidential assent given under Article 254(2) 
makes the State law prevail over the provisions of the Central 
law to the extent of repugnancy". It also further observed 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, Section 2-A(2) - Not confined 
to workmen employed industrial undertakings of State 
Government. It applies also to workmen engaged in Central 
Government undertakings. 

23. If the plea of the respondent is considered in the 
light of the above case law, it falls to the ground, because, 
Section 2-A(2) of I.D Act, 1947 applies both to the workmen 
employed in industrial undertakings of State Government 
and also to the workmen engaged in Central Government 
undertakings. 

24. In other words, it can be said it is for the workman 
to approach U/Sec.2-A(2) ofI.D., Act, eitherto the Industrial 
Tribunals having Central jurisdiction and also the Tribunals 
having State jurisdiction. 

25. In view of the above, I hold that this Tribunal is 
having jurisdiction to decide the industrial dispute on hand 
and the petition filed by the petitioner is maintainable. The 
point is answered accordingly. 

26. POINT No. 2 

Ex. W-1 is the served copy of the letter issued by the 
2nd respondent requiring the petitioner to make his' 
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representation against the findings contained in the enquiry 
report. Though it is styled as "show cause notice", it is not 
a show cause notice and the punishment of dismissal from 
service is not proposed in this letter. Ex.W-2 is the medical 
certificate of the father of the petitioner from 3-7-2006 to 

28-8-2007 i.e., for a total period of one year, one month and 
25 days. 

27. Turning to the documents marked on behalf of 
the respondents, Ex.M-I is office copy of the charge sheet 
stating that the petitioner had put in 65 days actual musters 
during the year 2006 i.e., from January, 2006 to December, 
2006. Ex.M-2 is the explanation submitted by the petitioner 
to the charge sheet. Under this document, the petitioner 
categorically stated that due to the ill health of his father, 
due to expiry of his mother and due to his own ill health, he 
could not attend to his duties regularly/properly during 
the year, 2006. Ex.M-3 is enquiry notice. Ex.M-4 are the 
enquiry proceedings. During the enquiry, the statements 
of Sri A Srinivas, Office Superintendent and of Mr. Prabhakar 
Rao, pay sheet clerk were recorded. Opportunity was giveh 
to the petitioner to cross examine them. The statement of 
the petitioner was also recorded. In this statement also, the 
petitioner stated the same grounds as explained in his 
explanation to the charge sheet, (marked under Ex.M-2) for 
his absenteeism during the charge period and also pleaded 

28. Ex.M-5 is enquiry officer’s report. In this report, 
there is no discussion on the defense put forth by the 
petitioner and the ill health of his father, death of his mother 
and his own ill health were not considered and not rejected 
by the enquiry officer. Whether the defense of the petitioner 
amounts to sufficient cause or not, was not at all concluded 
and there is no discussion in enquiry report, on this point. 

29. Ex.M-6 is the letter of respondent requiring the 
petitioner to make his representation against the findings 
contained in the enquiry report, the served copy of which 
is marked under Ex.W-1, as discussed supra It is not a 
show cause notice and the punishment of dismissal was 
not at all proposed by the 2nd respondent under this 
document. 

30. Under Ex. M-7, the petitioner submitted his 
representati6n on the enquiry findings report. The grounds 
stated by the petitioner for not attending to his duty and 
putting 65 musters only during the charge period of 2006, 
are almost one and the same as that of his explanation to 
the charge sheet under Ex. M-2 and his statement before 
the enquiry officer marked under Ex. M-4. But the 2nd 
respondent also, like enquiry officer, failed to apply its 
mind and not at all given any consideration to the grounds 
explained by the petitioner. The dismissal order passed by 
the 2nd respondent is marked as Ex. M-8. 

31. From the foregoing discussions and the record 
placed before this court, whether the cause of ill health 
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shewn by the petitioner under Ex.M-2 his explanation to 
the charge sheet, under Ex.M-5 his deposition before the 
enquiry officer and under Ex.M-7 representation on the 
enquiry findings which were not considered by both the 
E.O., and the disciplinary authority, whether they are 
sufficient causes or not for the absenteeism during the 
charge period, even according to the standing order No. 
25.25 of the respondents. Whatever it may be, on account 
of the admission of the petitioner that he put in only 65 
actual musters during the year 2006, it can be rightly said 
that the charge framed against the petitioner is proved. 
The point is answered accordingly. 

32 POINT No. 3 

As seen from Ex.M-8 the dismissal order now in 
question, after calling the representation of the petitioner 
on the enquiry findings report under Ex.M-6, the 2nd 
respondent has not issued any show cause notice 
proposing the punishment of dismissal from service and 
straight away passed the said dismissal order under Ex.M- 
8. Apart from the above, it is clear from the explanation of 
the petitioner marked under Ex.M-2, statement of the 
petitioner during the departmental enquiry marked under 
Ex.M-4 and also his representation on the enquiry findings 
marked under Ex.M-7, the petitioner pleaded that on account 
of the ill health of his father, expiry of his mother and also 
his own ill health, he had put in only 65 actual musters and 
could not attend to his duties regularly during the charge 
:sheet period of 2006. This plea of the petitioner was not 
considered either by the enquiry officer or by the disciplinary 
authority. Of course the petitioner has filed the medical 
certificate before this court and not before the enquiry 
officer or before the 2nd respondent. The medical certificates 
marked under Ex.W-2 shows that the father of the petitioner 
was suffering from ailment and was imparted treatment from 
3-7-2006 to 28-8-2007 i.e.,during the charge period and also 
subsequently. Even according to the standing order No. 
25.25 of the respondents company, habitual late attendance 
or habitual absence from duty without sufficient cause, 
amounts to misconduct. But the explanations of the 
petitioner at all the stages clearly show that there was 
reasonable and sufficient cause for his absenteeism and 
for his putting in 65 actual musters during the year 2006. 

33. Apart from the above, it is the case of the petitioner 
that he was appointed as Badli tiller by the respondents 
company under the dependent, employment scheme in 
place of his father Gattaiah who was made unfit for duty. 
This plea is not at all denied by the respondent. So, it is 
natural on the part of the petitioner to attend on his father 
who was made unfit for service by the respondents 
company. This aspect coupled with Ex.W-2 medical 
certificate lends support to the case of the petitioner that 
his father was suffering from ailment, which establishes 
that there is reasonable and sufficient cause for the petitioner 
for putting in only 65 musters during the charge period of 


2006. But this aspect was not considered by the enquiry 
officer or by the respondent while passing :the orders of 
dismissal. 

34. Under the above circumstances, I am under the 
considered opinion that issuing dismissal order under 
Ex.M-8 straight away by the respondent without issuing 
prior show cause notice proposing the said punishment of 
dismissal from service is arbitrary and contrary to the 
principles of natural justice. I further hold that the extreme 
punishment of dismissal from service imposed by the 
respondent is highly excessive and shockingly 
disproportionate to the proved charge. The point is 
answered accordingly. 

35. POINT No. 4 

While arguing the case, the learned counsel for the 
respondents contended that the termination of the 
petitioner was made after giving notice and it is not liable 
to be challenged. In support of his contention, the learned 
counsel relied on the decision reported in 2002(1) ALD-314 
D.B., ofA.P., High Court in W.P.No. 30036/1995 between 
Thimmaiah Vrs., Additional Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Additional Labour Court, Hyderabad and another. In 
this case their Lordships have observed that the termination 
from service on the ground of continued absence from 
duty under the standing orders does not amount to 
retrenchment. When such order of termination was made 
after giving notice to the employee, it is not liable to be 
challenged. But it is pertinent to note that in this reported 
case, the Labour Court directed for reinstatement of the 
petitioner therein into service, U/Sec.l 1-Aof I.D. Act, and 
their Lordships have up held ther reinstatement directed 
by the Labour Court. 

36. On the other hand, the learned counsel for the 
petitioner submitted that this Tribunal can temper justice 
and give an opportunity to the petitioner to reform himself 
by ordering reinstatement. In support of this proposition, 
the learned counsel relied on the decision of the Hon'ble 
Apex Court reported in AIR 1988 S.C., 303 in SLP(Civil) 
No. 7437/1998, dt.30-9-1998 between Scooter India Ltd. Vrs. 
Labour Court, Lucknow and others. It was held by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court wide powers are vested in the Labour 
Court/Industrial Tribunal and it can temper justice with 
mercy and give an opportunity to erring workman to reform 
himself. By observing so, their Lordships have up held the 
order of Labour Court which was confirmed by the High 
Court. 

37. In the light of the above cited case laws and in 
view of my findings on points 1 to 3,1 am of the considered 
opinion that this is a fit case to exercise the discretionary 
powers Under Sec. 11 -A of I.D. Act; and I hold that denial 
of entire back wages, continuity' of service and all other 
consequential attendant benefits would be sufficient 
punishment for the petitioner, while ordering for his 
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reinstatement as Badli Filler "afresh", which would meet 
the ends of justice. The point is answered accordingly. 

In the result, the petition is partly allowed. The office 
order dt. 1/5-9-2007 passed by the 2nd respondent marked 
under Ex. M-8 dismissing the petitioner from service is set 
aside. The respondents' company is directed to reinstate 
the petitioner into service as Badli Filler "Afresh", within 
one month from the date of gazette publication of this 
award. The petitioner is not entitled for any back wages, 
continuity of service and other consequential attendant 
benefits. In the circumstances, each party do bear their 
own costs. 


Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 42/08) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. II, New Delhi, as shown intheAnnexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the Commanding officer Haryana Bn N.C.C. Rohtakand 
others and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 27-2-2012. 

[No. lr ! 40 i Z'\ 3/2008-IR (DU)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXuRE 


Typed to my dictation directly by Typist, corrected 
and pronounced by me in the open cou«t on this, the 13th 
dav of February, 2912. 

M. SYAMALA RAO, Chairman-cum-Presiding Officer 
Appendix of Evidence 
Witnesses Examined 

For workmanFor Management:- 
-Nil- -n;i- 

EXHIBITS 

Tot workman :- 


Sx.W-1 Dt. 10/13-07-2007 
Hx.W-2 Dt. 28-08-2007 
For Management:- 
Ex.M 1 Dt. 26-03-2007 
Ex.M-2 Dt. 07-04-2007 

Ex.M-3 Dt. 26-03-2007 
Dt. 03-07-2007 
Ex. Mo Dt. — 

EX.M-6 Dt. 10/13-07-2007 
fx.M-7 Dt. 16-07-2007 
Ex.M-8 Dt. 01/05-09-2007 
^ 2 ‘ 


Show cause Notice 
Foim-A Medical certificate 

Charge sheet, o/copy 

Explanation to the charge 
sheet 

Enquiry notice 
Enquiry proceedings 
Enquiry report 
: Show cause notice 
Reply to show cause Notice 
Dismissal order, o/copy 
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New Delhi, the 27th February, 2012 

S.O. 1158.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Centra! 


IN THE COURT OFSHRISATNAM SINGH, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUN AL-OJM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
KARKARDOOMA, DELHI-110032 

ID No. 42/08 

In the matter between-. Dated: 8-2-2012 

Shri Pardeep Kumar son of Shri Krishan Singh, 

R/o VPO Madina, Rohtak. 

Workman 

Versus 

The Commanding Office , No.! Haryana 
Bn. N.C.C.,Rohtak. 

The Group Administrative officer, 

NCC Group Head Quarter, Rohtak 

Management 

AWARD 

The Central government. Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No. L-14012/13/2008-1 R(D Uj dated 24-7-2008 has 
referred the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of the 
Commanding Officer, NCC, Rohtak in temlinating 
the services of their workman Shri Pardeep Kumar, 
w.e.f. 26-7-2007 is legal and justified? If not, to what 
relief the workman is entitled to?" 

2, The workman in his statement of claim has 
submitted that he was employed as chowkidar on daily 
wage basis with effect from 7-7-2006 and he was employed 
against a vacant permanent post. He was appointed with 
the permission and authority of Higher Education 
Commissioner, Haryana, Chandigarh vide its letter No. 17/ 
41-2K NCC (i) dated 15-5-2006 as mentioned in the 
appointment letter issued to the workman by respondent 
no.2. It is further submitted that the workman was selected 
from several candidates in response to an advertisement 
published in the newspaper by the management. The 
workman appeared for interview on 7-7-2006 in the office 
of the management. He duly completed, qualified and met 
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all the requisite qualifications as published in the 
newspaper by the management After joining his duties as 
chowkidar on 7-7-2006 he discharged his duties to the 
fullest satisfaction of the management. However, on 
26-7-2007 when he reported for duty as usual in the office 
of respondent no. 2 he was not allowed to discharge his 
duties upto complete working hours of26-7-2007 and he 
was asked to go to his home. That on 26-7-2007 no letter 
of removal/termination/retrenchment was given to him and 
he was only orally asked not to perform his duties on 
26-7-2007 and thereafter. 

3. The workman has further submitted that the 
management did not take prior permission from the Higher 
Education Commissioner, Haryana NCC before retrenching 
his services. That on 26-7-2007 at the time of his removal 
from service he was not paid any retrenchment 
compensation. He was also not paid any notice pay in lieu 
of the notice period. The management thus did not adhere 
to the provisions of Section 25 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947, although the workman had completed more than 
240 days of continuous service without any break. The 
management thus acted contrary to the provisions of ID 
Act. 1947. 

4. It is also the case of the workman that after his 
illegal retrenchment on 26-7-2007 the management sent a 
termination letter bearing the date 26-7-2007 through 
registered post at his village home address. Even in the 
termination letter no reference to retrenchment 
compensation and notice pay in lieu of the notice period 
was mentioned. That a forged letter dated 18-9-2007 
bearing forged signatures of Shri V.S. Shivrain Lt. Col. 
Offg. Co, was sent to him at his home address and the 
envelope was bearing the postal receipt dated 20-9-2007 
of Delhi Cantt. And by this letter the workman was asked 
to join the duty on 22-9-2007. However, the workman was 
not entertained on the basis of this letter and it was 
remarked that the said letter was a forged one. Thus he 
was befooled with a forged letter. That Shri V.S. Shivrain 
wanted to employ someone else in his place and so he got 
his services terminated at the hands of respondent no.2. 
According to the workman he is not in any gainful 
employment ever since his illegal retrenchment. The 
workman has asserted that his termination is totally illegal 
and arbitrary and against the provisions of ID Act 1947. 
He, therefore, has prayed for his reinstatement in service 
with full back wages and continuity in service. 

5. The management has contested the claim of the 
workman. Firstly, in its reply signed by Mr. Sudhir Chawala 
Col.(TS) Commanding Officer dated 6-8-2008 the 
management has submitted that workman Pardeep Kumar 
joined his duty as chowkidar on 7-7-2006 and his duties 
were temporary in nature and on daily wages. It is also 
mentioned in its reply that the services of Pardeep Kumar 
were terminated on 27-7-2007 vide termination letter 


Appendix C which is dated 26-7-2007. It is submitted in 
this reply that the services of Pardeep Kumar were not 
required by the office and his employment was purely on 
temporary basis and on daily wages and since his services 
were not required the same were terminated by the then 
Commanding Officer Haryana. 

6. Subsequent to above reply the management filed 
an amended written statement also in which it is submitted 
that the workman was employed as temporary chowkidar 
on daily wages. That the said post was temporary in nature 
which was clearly mentioned in the newspaper/ 
advertisement and also in the appointment letter of the 
workman. That the said employment could be terminated 
at any time. It is submitted that the workman has already 
received his salary and no dues of the workman are 
pending. It is asserted that the workman is not entitled to 
retrenchment compensation or other benefits. It is also 
denied that the workman has completed .more than 240 
days of continuous service. It is denied that the letter 
dated 18-9-2007 bearing forged signatures of 
Shri .V.S.Shivrain was sent to the workman at his home 
address. It is denied that the workman reported for duty 
on 26-7-2007. It is also denied that the termination of the 
services of the workman is illegal or arbitrary or against 
the principles of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is 
submitted that a no dispute award may be passed in favour 
of the management and against the workman. 

7. By filing a rejoinder the workman has disputed 
the assertions made by the management in its reply and 
written statement and has reiterated his claim as has been 
set up in the statement of claim. It is pointed out that 
Satbir Singh Chowkidar was posted at Rohtak in the office 
of respondent no.2 and he was a permanent employee and 
on his transfer from Rohtak, this permanent post fell vacant 
and in order to fill this vacant permanent post the workman 
was appointed after following due procedure of law and 
rule of selection of best candidate out of several other 
candidates who applied for the same. The workman has 
reiterated that he continuously worked and received the 
wages for the entire period of his service from 7-7-2006 to 
26-7-2007 i.e. one year and twenty days. He was not given 
any gap as far'as his salary/pay is concerned as he 
continuously remained on duty including Sundays and 
holidays and he was not even given any weekly rest. The 
workman has asserted that he continuously worked for 
385 days i.e. 365 days plus 20 days before his services 
were terminated. 

8. In order to prove his case the workman has filed 
his affidavit which is Ex.WW.llA. By this affidavit he has 
fully explained his case and has asserted everything 
whatsoever his case in the statement of claim and 
replication is. The appointment letter given to the workman 
which is Ex. W4 shows that he was appointed as temporary 
chowkidar on daily wage basis with effect from 7-7-2006. 
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It is nowhere mentioned in this appointment letter that his 
services could be terminated by the management at any 
time as has now been put forth by them in their written 
statement. The workman has been subjected to a detailed 
cross-examination. However his statement could not at all 
be demolished even during his cross-examination. He has 
categorically denied the suggestion of the management 
that he has not worked for 240 days in a year prior to 26-7- 
2007. He has denied that the termination of his services 
were not illegal and unjustified. 

9. In rebuttal to above evidence the management 
has examined Col. Sudhir Chawla and he has filed his 
evidence by way of affidavit which is Ex. MW. 1/A. He has 
put forth the case as they have pleaded in the written 
statement. He was subjected to a detailed cross-examination 
by the AR for the workman. In his cross-examination he 
has admitted that the workman was appointed as per the 
appointment letter MW1/1. It was put to him in 
cross-examination that prior to the present workman the 
post of Chowkidar was held by one Satbir Singh and he 
was transferred from Rohtak to some other unit of NCC in 
Haryana and this permanent post thus fell vacant after his 
transfer and to this question Col. Sudhir Chawla MW 1 
has stated that there is no relevance of the case of Satbir 
Singh and workman Pardeep Kumar was appointed purely 
on temporary basis. He then admitted that the termination 
letter dated 26-7-2007 was delivered to the workman prior 
to his posting by his predecessor. He was given the 
suggestion that workman Pardeep Kumar was terminated 
illegally to which he has denied. He however has admitted 
that he is not aware if any notice was given to workman 
Pardeep Kumar before terminating his services or one 
month pay in lieu of notice was given to him. He further 
says that he is not aware if retrenchment compensation 
was paid to the workman at the time of termination. He has 
also admitted that the post of Chowkidar has not been 
abolished. 

10. It is no longer in dispute that even casual or 
seasonal workmen, who have rendered continuous service 
for one year or more, cannot be retrenched, without 
complying with the provisions of Section 25F of the Act. 
Provisions of Section 25 F are applicable even in the case 
of daily rated workmen. Reference in this connection can 
be made with advantage to the cases reported as :(i) Rattan 
Singh v. Union of India, 1997,11 SCC 396; (ii) Municipal 
Corporation of Delhi v. Praveen Kumar Jain, (1998), 9 SCC 
468: 1999 Lab IC 619; and (iii) Samistha Dubey v. Etawah, 

1999 Lab LR 460:1999 Lab IC 1125 (SC) and (iv) 2000 LAB 
I.C.613 and (v) 2010 LAB I.C 1089. 

11. From the evidence on record it is abundantly 
clear that workman Pardeep Kumar was in continuous 
service right from 7-7-2006 to 26-7-2007. He thus had 
completed 385 days of continuous service before his 
services were terminated by the management. The case of 


the management that the workman had not completed 240 
days of continuous service before his services were 
terminated thus cannot be accepted. 

12. It is also not in dispute in this case that no notice 
was served to the workman before his services were 
terminated. No retrenchment compensation was also paid 
to him at the time of his termination. Thus the: services of 
the workman have been clearly terminated without 
complying with the provisions of Section 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. One-month’s notice in 
writing, indicating the reasons for retrenchment, or wages 
in lieu of such notice, has admittedly not been given to 
the workman before his services were terminated. The 
workman has not been paid retrenchment compensation 
as required by Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947. The conditions enumerated in Section 25F are 
conditions precedent for retrenchment and these are 
couched in a mandatory form, and the non-compliance 
there of has the result of rendering the order of 
retrenchment void ab initio, cr non-est. 

13. In view of the above discussion it is abundantly 
clear that the action of the management in terminating the 
services of workman Pardeep Kumar with effect from 
26-7-2007 cannot be held as legal and justified. On the 
other hand the same is clearly illegal and unjustified and I 
hold it is so accordingly. The workman thus is held entitled 
to reinstatement in service with full back wages and 
continuity' of service and other benefits if any. The award 
is passed accordingly and the reference sent by the Govt, 
of India stands disposed of. 

Dated: 8-2-2012 

SATNAM SINGH, Presiding Officer 
'Ti? ■fertrft, 27 , 2012 

1159.— afteftfii* 3 #riwr. 1947 (1947 

■^114) tJRT 17 

T Ttentfh§rHt (3n^/3TT#5i/34/2009) ^ 

31 /2008) ^ TOfalrf TOf t, ^^ 27-02-2012 

^ TO 1T3TT «1TI 

[tf. ^1-22013/1/2012-3^snretf-Il)] 

*firn<=iw Tra, srfroft 

New Delhi, the 27th February, 2012 

S.O. 1159. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Godavarikhani (IT/ID/31/2008) 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
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M/3. SCCL, and their workmen, which was received by the 
Central Government on 27-2-2012. 

[No. L-22013/1/2012-IR(C-II)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CHAIRMAN, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CODAVARIKHANI, DIST. KARIMNAGAR (A.P.) 

Present: - Sri M. Syamala Rao, BA, B.L., 

Chairman-cuin-Presiding Officer. 

Monday, the 13 th day of February, 2012 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 31 of 2008 


Between 

Pathemojuia Ravi, 

Ex. Coal Filler, E.C. No. 2871740, 

S/o. Venkataiah, Aged about 38 years, 

H.No. 7-2-533/595, Ganganagar, 

Godavarikhani town, Manda Ramagundam, 

Dist. Karimnagar-505 209 (AP). 

...Petitioner. 


And 

1. The Colliery Manager, 

IK-1A Incline, SCCo.Ltd., 

PO. Sree Rampur Division, 

Dist. Aditabad (A.P.) 

2. The General Manager, 

Sree Rampur Area, S.C. Co. Ltd., 

P.O., Sree Rampur Division, 

Dist. Adilabad (A.P.) 

3. The Chairman & Managing Director, 

S.C. Co. Ltd., P.O., Kothagudem, 

District; Khammam. 

... Respondents. 

This Industrial Dispute petition U/Sec. 2-A (2) of 
I.D., Act, coming on before me for final hearing on 
23-01-2012, upon perusing all the documents on record 
and upon hearing the arguments of Sri K.Sudhakar Reddy, 
Advocate, for the petitioner and Sri D. Krishna Murthy, 
Advocate, for the respondents, having stood over for 
consideration till this date, the court passed the following:- 

AWARD 

This is an Industrial Dispute petition filed by the 
petitioner U/Sec. 2-A(2) of I. D. Act, 1947 to set aside the 
office order dt. 17-9-2007 passed by the respondent No. 2 
dismissing the petitioner from service w. e. f. 27-9-2007and 
direct the respondents company to reinstate him into 
service with continuity of service, all other consequential 
attendant benefits and full back wages. 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


2. The brief averments of the petition are that he was 
appointed as Badli Filler by the respondents company on 
28-2-1991 under dependent employment scheme, in place 
of his father Venkataiah and ever since he was discharging 
his duties to the utmost satisfaction of the company 
authorities. He belongs to B.C., community and hails from 
a very poor family. He successfully completed the probation 
period and, confirmed as a Goal Filler during the year 1995. 
He had put in more than the required physical mustsrs 
every year from 1991 to 2000 and 120 physical mustersin 
the year 2005. During the year 2004, ihs petitioner was 
compelled to look after his wife Swarupa who was given 
prolonged treatment for Gynic problems and lastly she 
underwent Hysterectomy operation by removing her 
uterus. During the year 2006 the petitioner put in 74 mU5ters 
only due to his father’s ill health and his ill health also was 
not good and took treatment now and then. The father of 
the petitioner was chronic paralysis patient and was 
imparted prolonged mQdical treatment in the company at 
Godavarikhani and also Anil Surgical Centre, Laxminagar, 
Godavarikhani. As such in the year 2006 he could not attend 
to his duties regularly as he was forced to stay in the 
hospitals for -long spells frequently to look after his ailing 
father Venkataiah. Unfortunately in the month of January, 
2007, the father of the petitioner expired. After conducting 
the necessary funeral ceremony and customs, he 
concentrated and improved his duties in the company in 
the year 2007. The petitioner cfrarly deposed the above ill 
health problems of his father and himself during the year 
2006 for which he could not put in more than 74 musters 
before the enquiry officer. He clearly stated before the 
enquiry officer that the medical certificates were not 
produced, since he ao not possess them at that time and 
the relevant documents pertaining to medical treatment of 
his father i.e., o.P.., slips of Singareni Hospitals, No. 3 and 
private hospitals i.e., Anil Surgical centre, No. i filed with 
list of documents for perusal of the court. Being the only 
son in the family, whole responsibility has - been shifted 
on the shoulder of the petitioner. The 1st respondent 
without considering the true facts and ill health condition 
of the petitioner in the year 2007, issued charge sheet 
under company’s standing order No. 25.25 dt. 30-4-2007 
alleging that:- 

“For your habitual absent to duty w ithout sufficient 
cause during the year 2006”. 

And the original charge sheet filed in the list of 
documents and that his written explanation and oral and 
satisfactory explanation given to the respondents for the 
charge sheet. There is reasonable and sufficient cause for 
the alleged absence to the petitioner during the said year 
2006 for genuine ill health of father and wife of the petitioner 
and himself. It is neither willful nor deliberate. But on 
11-5-2007, the respondents conducted a domestic enquiry 
farcically. He participated in the domestic enquiry and 
deposed his genuine health problem and of his father. 
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4. And that the respondents failed to give any family 
counseling and observation period to the petitioner after 
the domestic enquiry conducted on 11-5-2007 which is 
against the circulars and MOS of . the company. The 2nd 
respondent without considering the genuine ill health of 
the petitioner, his father and his wife, dismissed him from 
service illegally w.e.f., 27 -9-2007 by office order No. SRP/ 
PER/13.008/4558, dt. 17 -9-2007 which is highly arbitrary, 
unjust and illegal. 

5. And that the domestic enquiry was not conducted 
fairly and properly. Further the findings of the enquiry 
officer are highly perverse and bias. The officer did not 
show the actual muster did by the petitioner. Fair 
opportunity was not given to the petitioner to defend 
himself. The enquiry officer did not properly appreciate 
the documentary and oral evidence adduced by the 
petitioner. The entire proceedings were recorded in English 
language and not known to the petitioner who is an illiterate. 
His signatures’ were obtained under the threat of 
insubordination. Hence, the court may be pleased to hold 
the domestic enquiry as invalid and vitiated. 

6. And th~t the respondent No. 1 issued show cause 
notice dt. 28-5-2007 on the enquiry report. For which he 
submitted his representation dt. 6-6-2007. The said notice 
is herewith filed in the list of documents for perusal of the 
court. Even after submission of his explanation to the 
aforesaid charge sheet and show cause notice the 
respondent No. 1 without considering the facts, dismissal 
order was issued to the petitioner straight away proposing 
the said capital punishment of dismissal from service it is 
against the mandatory/statutory provisions of law and 
contrary to the principles of natural justice. Further the 
said extremely harsh punishment of dismissal from service 
is highly excessive and shockingly disproportionate the 
gravity of alleged charge levelled against the petitioner, it 
amounts to economic death of the petitioner. It is not at ail 
warranted and is liable to be CJuashed by this court. The 
respondents not at all considered his service of about 15 
yeeuo and his genuine ill health before imposing the capital 
punishment of dismissal from service. That ever since his 
unjust dismissal from service w.e.f., 27-9-2007 he could not 
secure any other alternative job. He remained unemployed 
and incurred huge debts for medical and domestic expenses 
of his family. He is facing lot of hardship and misery to eak 
out livelihood for all his family members. He was compelled 
to take debts and loans to meet the domestic expenses 
Which are essential for his family existence and livelihood 
and he belongs to S.C., community and got no source of 
livelihood. Therefore prays as above. 

7. The respondent No. 2 filed his counter denying all 
the allegations made in the petition which is adopted by 
respondents 1 & 3 by filing a memo. 

8. The brief averments of counter of R-2 are that it is 
a Government company incorporat3ed under the provisions 


of Company's., 1956 for carrying out the business of 
winning and selling the coal. Since the coal miningind’ustr)! 
is a central subject, the appropriate Government for this 
respondent! management is Central Government. As per 
Sec.7(a)( 1) of I.D., Act, the appropriate Government may 
by notification in the official gazette constitute one or more 
Industrial Tribunals for the adjudication of Industrial 
Disputes relating to any matter whether specified in the 
2nd or 3rd schedule and for performing such other 
functions as may be assigned to them under this Act. The 
Central Government established an Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court at Hyderabad from 29-12-2000 for adjudication 
of Indust4rial Disputes and the petitioner ought to have 
approached the said Tribunal for’the’redressal of grievance, 
if any. But the petitioner conveniently avoided to file his 
petition before the Tribunal established by the Government 
for the reasons best known to him and the petition is riot 
maintainable under law and the same may be dismissed on 
this around alone. 

9. And that the maintainability of the dispute raised 
by the petitioner before this court may be decided as 
preliminary issue before proceeding with the trial. 

10. And that the petitioner failed to exhaust the 
conciliation procedure as laid down in the I.D., Act and 
filed the present petition before this Tribunal U/Sec.2-A(2) 
of I.D., Act, 1947 as amendment A.P., Amendment Act, 
1987 (Act No. 32 of 1987). It is submitted that as the 
appropriate Government for coal mining industry is the 
Central Government, the State amendment Act is not 
applicable to the respondents company and the petition 
filed by the petitioner is not maintainable and is liable to 
dismissed in limini. 

1). And that the petitioner was appointed into the 
service of the respondents company on 28-2-1991 as Badli 
Filler and that he being an underground employee was 
expected to put in minimum of 190 musters in a calendar 
yea~. but the following attendance particulars indicate the 
fact that the petitioner was not regular to his duties and in 
no year he has put in 190 musters during the period from 
2003 to 2007. 


Year 

Musters 

2003 

051 

2004 

004 

2005 

126 

2006 

074 

2007 (upto September) 

091 


12. During the year 2006 the petitioner has put in 
only 74 days musters. As the above act amounted to 
misconduct under company’s standing orders clause 
No. 25.25 he was charge sheeted vide charge sheet dt. 
13-4-2007. The relevant clause of standing orders reads as 
under: 
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“25.25 - Habitual late attendance or habitual absence 
from duty without sufficient cause” 

13. The petitioner received the charge sheet and 
submitted his explanation vide letter dt. 11-5-2007. The 
respondent company issued enquiry notice dt. 8-5-2007 
advising the petitioner to attend the domestic enquiry on 
11-5:-2007 along with witnesses and documents if any to 
defend his case. The petitioner fully participated in the 
enquiry and during the cross examination he accepted that 
he remained absent on the dates mentioned in the charge 
sheet and pleaded guilty of the charges levelled against 
him. He did not submit any documentary eviaence in 
support of his statement. 

14. The respondents company has established 
Dispensaries. Area Hospitals and main hospitals to extent 
medical treatment free of cost to its employees and then- 
family members. It also extends special leave with half pay 
for a maximum of 6 months if any of its employees suffer 
from T.B., Cancer, Paralysis, Heart disease etc.. The 
petitioner should have reported sick in Colliery hospital if 
he was really sick. Further it becomes his primary 
responsibility to communicate about the same and his 
inability to attend to duties and should have requested the 
mine authorities to grant leave. The petitioner did not do 
any of the above and now claims that he was suffering 
from ill health which was cause of his absenteeism which 
cannot be considered, 

15. And that the petitioner was given family 
counseling on 11-5-2007 and kept under 3 months 
observation period from May 2007 to July, 2007. The 
petitioner did not improve his attendance even after 
counseling and the following attendance particulars makes 
it clear that the petitioner was not regular to his duties 
during the observation period and failed to avail 
opportunity given to him. 


Month 

Musters 

May 

012 

June 

017 

July 

015 


16. And that though the petitioner was counseled he 
did not put up the required minimum 20 musters every 
month during the observation period and thereof. Hence, 
the respondents company was compelled to dismiss the 
petitioner vide order dt. 17-9-2007 w.e.f., 27-9-2007 which 
cannot be termed as arbitrary or illegal. 

And that the domestic enquiry was conducted in a 
fair way and the charge sheeted employee was given every 
opportunity to defend his case. The petitioner was explained 
the contents of charge sheet and the enquiry procedure in 
Telugu language by the enquiry officer’ and the petitioner 
after having satisfied himself signed the enquiry 
proceedings. The petitioner though offered the opportunity 


of have assistance of anyone of his fellow workman did 
not avail.the same. The petitioner did not cross examine 
the respondent/management witnesses when opportunity 
was given by the enquiry officer. Thus it can be said that 
the enquiry was conducted giving fair opportunity to the 
petitioner and the enquiry officer submitted his report on 
the basis of recorded evidence. 

18. And that the petitioner was already supplied 
copies of enquiry proceedings, enquiry report etc., and the 
petitioner has given reply to the show cause notice dt. 
6-6-2007. As explanation was not satisfactory and as there 
was no extenuating circumstances warranting lesser 
punishment than that of dismissal the respondents 
company was constrained to dismiss the petitioner from 
the services of the company. 

19. And that the respondents company employees 
more than 75 thousand persons, which includes workman, 
Executives and Supervisors. The production results will 
depend upon the overall attendance and performance of 
each and every individual. They are interlinked and 
inseparable. In this regard, if anyone remains absent, 
without prior sanction of leave or without any justified 
cause, the work to be performed get effected. Such 
unauthorised absence creates sudden void, which at times 
is very difficult to fill up, and there will be proper planning 
and already planned schedule get suddenly disturbed 
without prior notice. That is the reason why the 
respondents company is compelled to take severe action 
against the unauthorised absentees. In the instant case, 
the petitioner is one such unauthorised absentee having 
238 absences in the year 2006 and he has not improved his 
attendance and work performance even after issuing the 
charge sheet and giving counseling by the respondents 
company. He had failed to avail opportunity given to him. 
With the advent and implementation of new industrial and 
economic policies by Central Government as well as 
company, the respondents ‘company cannot go on 
employing the persons who are chronic absentees, who 
were burden to the respondents company as such the 
respondent company was constrained to dismiss the 
petitioner for his unauthorised absenteeism vide order dt. 
17 -9-2007. It is the petitioner’s misconduct which has 
compelled the respondent management to impose penalty 
of dismissal which cannot be termed as unjust and the 
respondents/management cannot be held responsible for 
the alleged huge debts and unemployment. Thereforv prays 
to dismiss the petition with costs. 

20. The counsel for the petitioner filed a memo U/ 
Sec.ll-A of the I.D., Act, on 31-5-2010 stating that the 
petitioner is not challenging the domestic enquiry and 
intend to proceed U/Sec. 11-A of I.D., Act to decide the 
matter. 

21. After giving notice to the other side for which no 
objection is endorsed, As such the memo is recorded. 


i 


.1 *> ' 


**.*•*( i M|i* HO 


'I' l 'll i*HH ■ lilt Hi :*•***■• j 



[mU-WZ 3(ii)] 


24,2012/^4, 1934 


2785 


22. In view of the memo, no preliminary issues are 
framed and settled. 

23. During the enquiry, no witnesses are examined 
on either side, but Ex. W-1 to Ex. W-9 are marked on behalf 
of the petitioner and Ex. M-l to Ex. M-9 are marked on 
behalf of the respondents by consent. 

24. Heard both sides. Perused the material papers on 
record. 

25. Now the points that arise for consideration are:- 

1) Whether the present petition is maintainable 
before this Tribunal? 

2) Whether the charge framed against the 
petitioner is proved? 

3) Whether the punishment of dismissal from 
service is highly excessive and shockingly 
disproportionate to the gravity of charge 
levelled against the petitioner and if so, the 
dismissal order dt. 17 -09-2007 is highly 
arbitrary, unjust, illegal and liable to be set 
aside? 

4) To what relief the petitioner is entitled? 

26. POINT No. 1:- 

It is the case of the respondents that the respondents 
company incorporated under the provisions of Company’s 
act 1956 for carrying out the business and selling the coal 
and since the coal mining industry is a Central subject, the 
appropriate Government for this respondents/management 
is Central Government and that as per Sec. 7 A( 1) of I. D., 
Act, the appropriate Government by may its notification 
the official gazette constitute one or more industrial 
tribunals for adjudication of industrial disputes relating to 
any matter whether specified in the 2nd or 3rd schedule 
and for performing such other functions as may be assigned 
to them under this Act. The respondents further submitted 
in their counter the Central Government established an 
industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court at Hyderabad on 
29-12-2000 for adjudication of Industrial disputes and the 
petitioner ought to have approached the said tribunal for 
redressal of grievances if any. But the petitioner 
conveniently avoided to file his petition before the Tribunal 
established by the Central Government for the reasons 
best known to him and the petition is not maintainable 
under law and the same may be dismissed on the ground 
and this issue may be decided as preliminary issue before 
proceeding with the trial. 

“Appropriate Government is described U/Sec.2-A of 
the I. D., Act, 1947’’, According to Sec.2-A( 1) of the above 
Act, the Appropriate Government, by notification in the 
official gazette constitutes one or more Industrial Tribunals 
for adjudication of Industrial Disputes relating to any matter 
whether specified in 2nd, or 3rd schedule. So, according to 


the above 2 provisions of law, this Tribunal is established. 
Admittedly the petition filed by the petitioner is covered 
by: an Industrial Dispute. 

27. In a case reported in 1998(5) ALD-16 (D.B) in a 
wnt petition between U.Chinnappa Vrs., Co~on Corporation 
of India andoth.ers; the Division Bench of our High Court 
held - “we will assume that in so far as the dismissed or 
retrenched workman is able to approach the Labour Court 
straight-away, the power of the Central Government to make 
a reference of the dispute may be whittled down protanto 
and in that sense there is a conflict or repugnancy with 
sub-section (2) of section 2(A) and Section 10(1) r/w sub¬ 
section (1) of section 2-A and Section 3 of the Act. Even 
then, the Presidential assent given under Article 254(2) 
makes the State law prevail over the provisions of the 
Central law to the extent of repugnancy”. It also further 
observed Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, Section 2-A(2) - 
Not confined to workmen employed in Industrial 
undertakings of State Government - It applies also to 
workmen engaged in Central Government undertakings. 

28. If the plea of the respondent is considered :n the 
Baht of the above case law, it falls to the ground, because, 
Section 2-A(2) of I.D. Act, 1947 applies both to the workmen 
employed in Industrial undertakings of State Government 
and also to the workmen engaged in Central Government 
undertakings. 

29. In other words, it can be said it is for the workman 
to approach U/Sec.2-A(2) of I.D., Act, eitherto the Industrial 
Tribunals having Central jurisdiction and also the Tribunals 
having State jurisdiction. 

30. In view of the above, I hold that this Tribunal is 
having ‘jurisdiction to decide the industrial dispute on hand 
and the petition filed by the petitioner is maintainable. The 
point is answered accordingly. 

31. POINT No. 2:- 

Ex. W-1 is the office copy of the demand notice sent 
by the petitioner to the respondent No. 2 seeking to 
reconsider the decision of dismissal from service and to 
reinstate him into service with all service benefits within 15 
days from the date of receipt of the notice. Ex. W-2 is the 
served copy of the dismissal order; Ex. W-3 is the served 
copy of the show cause notice, Ex. W-4is the served copy 
of the charge sheet; Ex. W-5 is the postal acknowledgement 
of the respondent No.2 for the demand notice sent under 
Ex. W-l; and Ex. W-6 to Ex. W-9 are the medical record 
pertaining to the father of the petitioner from August 2006 
to December, 2006. 

32. Ex. M-1 is the charge sheet dt.30-4-2007, and the 
petitioner received it. According to this charge sheet, the 
petitioner was unauthorisedly absent to his duties for a 
total period of (238) days during the period from January, 
2006 to December, 2006. In this charge sheet it.is a,Iso 
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mentioned tha.t the actual musters put up by the petitioner 
during the year 2006 are (74) and the actual musters during 
the previous 3 years i.e., 2003 are (51), 2004 (04) and 2005 
(126) musters. Ex, M-2 is the enquiry notice calling the 
petitioner to attend the enquiry scheduled to be held on 
11-5-2007. Ex. M-3 is the reply given by the petitioner to 
the charge sheet. In Otis reply the petitioner admitted that 
he had put in only (74) musters during the year 2006. As 
seen from Ex.,M-4 enquiry proceedings one 
Mr.B.Vijaykumar, acting Office Superintendent and one 
Mr.T.Narsaiah, Clerk were examined on behalf of the 
respondent and the petitioner was examined in his defense. 
Sri T.Narsaiah, Clerk examined on behalf of the management 
categorically stated that he was engaged on preparation of 
pay sheets of the coal fillers, that the petitioner remained 
habitually absent from duty from January, 2006 to December, 
2006 for a total period of (238) days without any sufficient 
cause, as per the paid pay sheets. It is further deposed that 
the attendance particulars of the petitioner for the past 3 
years are: 2003 -051,2004 - 004 and 2005 -126, In support of 
his statement the witness produced Form “C” registers, 
paid pay sheets and leave ledgers of the petitioner and the 
witness categorically deposed that the petitioner had 
habitually absented from his duties during the above period 
without sufficient cause and sanction of leave and as such 
he is guilty of the charges of misconduct under the 
Company’s standing orders No. 25.25. This witness was 
not cross examined by the petitioner and as such his 
evidence remained un-rebutted and unchallenged. Another 
witness Sri B. Vijay Kumar acting office Superintendent 
also deposed before the enquiry officer that the petitioner 
is a habitual absentee, he was served the charge sheet dt. 
30-4-2007 as he remained habitually absent from January, 
2006 to December, 2006 without sufficient cause and 
sanction of leave which constitutes misconduct under the 

standing orders No. 25.25. He produced the material 
documents Le., charge sheet, explanation given by the 
petitioner, enquiry notice and letter No. SRP/PER/13.008/ 
1405, dt. 8-5-2006 before the enquiry officer which were 
marked as Ex. M-l to Ex. M-4. An opportunity was given to 
the petitioner to cross examine this witness, "but the 
petitioner stated that he do not want to cross examine him 
as such the evidence of this witness also remained un¬ 
rebutted before the enquiry officer. 

33. Further, in his statement before the enquiiy officer 
also the petitioner clearly admitted that he absented to his 
duties for (238) days habitually without sanctioned leave 
from January, 206 to December 2006 and that he had worked 
for (31) days during the year2007 till 10-5-2007. He asserted 
th8t the reasons for abstaining from his duties are due to 
his father health problems. But the petitioner categorically 
stated before the enquiiy officer that he is unable to produce 
any msdical rcords pertaining to his problem since he did 
not possess the same and further admited that it is his 
mistake for not informing the higher authorities the reasons 
for his absenteeis. So the proceedinss before the enquiry 
officer under £x. M-4 clearly shows that the petitioner 


unauthorisedly absented for duties for (235) days during 
the year 2006 without any sanction of leave and that he is 
a habitual absentee for the past 3 years from 2003 to 2005. 
So I do not find any irregularity in the findings of the 
enquiry officer marked under Ex. M-5 holding that the 
charge levelled against the petitioner was proved. Under 
Ex. M-6, the petitioner gave an undertaking to the 
respondents admitting his putting (74) musters in 2006 
and his musters during the past 3 years of2004 - 4 musters 
and 2005-126 musters and further stated that a counseling 
was given to him on 11-5-2007 and that he would put up 
(20) musters per month in future and in case of his failure 
he has no objection for the disciplinary action that would 
be taken against him by’the respondents. 

34. So after considering the enquiry report and after 
giving considerable opportunity to the petitioner, to 
improve his performance Le., musters and work as stated 
above, finally on 28-5-2007 the respondents issued show 
cause notice to the petitioner along with enquiry report 
and enquiry proceedings giving (7) days time to him to 
make representation and for which the petitioner gave his 
reply to the said show cause notice under Ex. M-8. In this 
reply also the petitioner admitted the charge levelled against 
him stating that he absented to duties during the year 2006 
unauthorisedly. After considering the above documents 
only, the respondent No. 2 issued dismissal order marked 
as Ex. M-9 dismissing the petitioner from service. So from 
the above discussion and the evidence placed on record, it 
is clearly established that the charge levelled against the 
petitioner is amply proved. 

35. POINT NO. 3:- 

It is the plea of the petitioner that the punishment of 
dismissal imposed by the despondemts is extermely harsh 
and highly excessive, which is shockingly disproportionate 
to the gravity of the charge levelled against him and it 
amounts to his economic death. The said punishment is 
not at all warranted and it is against the mandatory/statutory 
provisions of law and contrary to the principles of natural 
justice. Therefore, he prays that the dismissal order is liable 
to be quashed stating that the respondents had not 
considered his 16 years service and the genuine ill health 
problems, before imposing the capital punishment of 
dismissal from service. 

36. Even during the course of trial before this 
Industrial Tribunal, the petitioner has not filed any medical 
record to prove that he was suffering from any ill health 
during the above charge period of 2006 or during the 
previous years of 2003 to 2005 or subsequent to 2006. 
Further he categorically state before the enquiry officer 
that the medical record pertaining to his father was not 
available with h’m at the time when his statement was 
recorded but the petitioner did not explain as to how and 
from where he got the medical record under Ex. W-6 to Ex. 
W-9 filed before this court. So from these peculiar facts 
and circumstances, t^ere is every doubt about the 
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genuineness or otherwise of the medical record under’ Ex. 
W-6 to Ex. W-9. The respondents without issuing show 
cause notice immediately soon after receipt of the enquiry 
report, gave considerable time to the petitioner to improve 
his attendance and after observing the petitioner for about 
3 months, the 2nd respondent issued the dismissal order 
after considering his explanation to the show causenotice. 

37. Under the above circumstances, I am under the 
cor&idered opinion that the dismissal order passed by the 
2nd respondent is r.ot against to any statutory/mandatory 
provisions of law and it is quite in accordance with the 
principles of natural justice, since tne charge framed against 
the petitioner stood proved. 

18. Further the respondents also considered the 
absenteeism of the petitioner during the post 3 years from 
29^? 2005 which were mentioned in the charge sheet and 

also during the enquiry proceedings and then only passed 
the dismissal order under Ex. M-9. Apart from it, the 
petitioner did not place any oral or documentary evidence 
to substantiate that the punishment imposed agamst him 
is shokinggly disproportionate to the proved misconduct. 
Therefore, I hold that the punishment of dismissal from 
service imposed on the petitioner by the 2nd respondent is 
not arbitrary, unjust and illegal and it is not liable to be set 
aside. So. I do not find any reasons to hold that the 
punishment of dismissal from service is disproportionate 
to the proved charge. 

39. While arguing the case, the learned counsel for 
thf petitioner submitted that tins Tribunal can interfere 
with the punishment e ven if the charge stand proved, if it 
is disproportionate to the proved guilty by giving reasons. 
But as mentioned above, I do not see any grounds to 
interfere w ;t h the punishment imposed against the 
petitioner. 

40. On the other hand the learned counselor the 
respondents drew my attention to a case reported in 2002 
(1) AlO 314 (DB) of the Hon’ble High Court of A.P., in 
which their Lordships of the Hon’ble High Court held that 
the termination from service on the ground of continued 
abstnes from duty under the standing orders does not 
amount to retrenchment and when such order of termination 
was made after giving a notice to the employee, it is not 
habit, to be challenged. 

41. In the present case, the petitioner was dismissed 
from service under Ex. M-9 as his habitual and unauthorised 
absenteeism from duties was proved not only in the year 
2006 but also in the previous years 2003 to 2005, that too 
after giving due opportunity in the domestic enquiry, giving 
show cause notice and also affording about 3 months 
observation period to improve his attendance. So, the 
above circumstances the dismissal order passed by the 
2nd respondent is just and proper. 

42. In view of the foregoing discussion, I hold that 
the punishment of dismissal from service is not excessive 


or disproportionate to the gravity of the charge proved 
against the petitioner. As such, I am under the considered 
opinion that the dismissal order is not arbitrary, unjust, 
illegal and not liable to set aside. The point is answered 
accordingly. 

43. POINT No. 4 

In view of my findings on Point Nos. 2 & 3,1 hold 
that the petitioner is not entitled to any relief muchless as 
prayed for by him. 

44. In the result, the petition is dismissed. In the 
circumstances, each party do bear their own costs. 

Typed to my dictation directly by 'fypisi corrected 
and pronounced by me in th“ open court on this, the 13th 
day of February, 2012. 

M. SYAMALA RAO, Chairman-cum-Presiding Officer 
Appendix of Ev idence 
Witnesses Examined 

For workmanFor Managemen t: - 



-Nil- 

-Nil- 


EXHIBITS 

For workman > 


Ex.W-1 

Dt. 05-08-2008 

Demand Notice office copy 

Ex.W-2 

Dt. 174)9-2007 

Dismissal order 

Ex.W-3 

Dt 28-05-2007 

Show Cause notice 

Ex.W-4 

Dt 30-04-2007 

Charge sheet 

Fx.W-5 

Dt. 07-08-2008 

Postal Ack., card 

Ex.W-6 

Dt. — 

SCCLO.P. ticket SI. No. 6631 
bom 13-10-2006 to 17-10-2006 

Ex.W-7 

Dt. 29-08-2006 

SCCL Hospital O.P., ticket SI. 
No. 3414 

Ex.W-8 

Dt. 284)9-2006 

SCCL Hospital O.P., ticket SI. 
No. 18774 

Ex. W-9 

Dt01-12-2006 

Medical prescription of Dr. 
Anil Kumar, M.S. of Anil 
Surgical centre 

For Management:- 


Ex.M-1 

Dt. 304)4-2007 

Charge sheet 

Ex.M-2 

Dt. 084)5-2007 

Enquity notice 

Ex.M-3 

Dt. 114)5-2007 

Reply to the charge sheet 

Ex.M-4 

Dt. -do- 

Enquiry proceedings 

Ex.M-5 

Dt. -do- 

Enquiry report 

Ex.M-6 

Dt. -do- 

Undertaking letter given by 
the petitioner after 

counseling the respondent. 

Ex.M-7 

Dt 284)5-2007 

Show cause notice 

Ex.M-8 

Dt. 064)6-2007 

Reply to the show cause 
notice 

Ex.M-9 

Dt. 174)9-2007 

Dismissal order 
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"St. RR. RR. 4)Piqm 7F7, ^ST^t 37ftRFiT# 
New Delhi, the 27th February, 2012 

S.O. 1160. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 142/2002 of 
the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
NAGPUR as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Richardson & Cruddas 
Ltd., and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-02-2012. 

[No. L-42012/217/2001 -ER (CM-II)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIJ. P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/142/2002 Date: 09-02-2012 

Party No. 1: The Dy. General Manager 
Richardson & Cruddas Ltd., 

M1DC, Hingna, Nagpur. 

Versus 

Party No. 2 : Shri Naresh S/o Sh. Kothiram Meshram 
R/o Behind Bagadganj Police Station, 
Nagpur. 

AWARD 

(Dated: 9th February, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (l) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
mannagement of Richardson & Cruddas Ltd. and their 
workman Shri Naresh Meshram, for adjudication, as per 
letter No. L42012/217/2001 -IR (CM-II) dated 02-08-2002, 
with the following schedule :— 

“Whether the action of the management of 
M/s. Richardson and Cruddas (1972) Ltd. a Govt, of 
India undertaking, Nagpur through its Dy. General 
Manager, in dismissing Shri Naresh S/o. Kothiram 
Meshram r/o. behind Bagadganj Police Station, 


Nagpur, w.e.f. 25-08-1995 is legal and justified? If 

not, to what relief the said workman is entitled ?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were 
noticed to file their respective statement of claim and 
written statement and accordingly, the workman, 
Shri Naresh Meshram, (“the workman” in short) filed his 
statement of claim and the management of the Richardson 
& Cruddas (“Party No. 1” in short) filed its written 
statement. 

The case of the workman as projected in the 
statement of-claim is that he was employed as a semi¬ 
skilled workman with the party no. 1 and worked for about 
10 years with integrity and his entire service record was 
excellent and unblemished and on 11 -04-1994, he was put 
under suspension by the order of the Chief Manager 
dated 10-04-1994 and on 21 -04-1995, he was served with a 
charge sheet containing 3 head of charges, under Rule 23 
of the Certified Standing Orders and the charges leveled 
against him were willful insubordination, disobedience, 
drunkenness and commission of acts, subvership of 
discipline and the entire charge sheet was bogus, 
concocted and fabricated and he submitted his reply 
denying the charges and Mr. F. G. Issac, an advocate was 
appointed as the enquiry officer, by order dated 
30-04-1994 and the enquiry officer without giving him any 
opportunity to demand document from the management 
or to examine his witnesses and without considering the 
documents produced by him conducted the enquiry in 
undue haste, by violating the principles of natural justice 
and the enquiry officer submitted his report on 10-07-1995 
and the enquiry conducted against him was not fair and 
proper and the enquiry officer was not competent to hold 
the enquiry and thus, the ‘enquiry was vitiated and the 
charge sheet, show cause notice and dismissal order were 
issued by the Dy. General Manager, who had no right, 
power or authority to dismiss him from services and as 
such, the order of dismissal is without jurisdiction, the 
same being passed by an incompetent person. The 
further case of the workman is that the findings of the 
enquiry officer are perverse and the enquiry officer was 
interested in submitting a favourable report in favour of 
the party no. 1 and the punishment of dismissal from 
services imposed against him is shockingly 
disproportionate to the gravity of the charges and as such, 
the said order amounts to an unfair labour practice and 
victimization, in colourable exercise of employer’s right 
and the misconducts alleged to be committed by him were 
minor and technical in character and the punishment was 
imposed without considering his past service record. The 
workman has prayed to quash and set aside the order of 
dismissal dated 25-08-1995 and to reinstate him in service 
with continuity and full back wages. 

3. The party no. 1 in its written statement has pleaded 
inter-alia that the workman was placed under suspension 
from 11-04-1995, pending contemplation of disciplinary 
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action and he was charge sheeted for his involvement in 
commission of various serious misconducts and the 
charges were genuine and an enquiry officer was appointed 
correctly to enquire into the charges and the enquiry officer 
conducted the proceedings of the enquiry in a proper 
manner and the workman was afforded all reasonable 
opportunities consistent with the principles of natural 
justice to defend his case and he was supplied with all the 
documents, which were produced during the enquiry and 
also copies of the day to day proceedings and though the 
workman was given scope to lead evidence, he did not 
avail the opportunity and the representation by 111 
employees as mentioned in the statement of claim has 
nothing to do with the enquiry and the enquiry was not 
conducted in a haste and on completion of the enquiry, 
the enquiry officer submitted his report and there is no bar 
to appoint a practicing advocate in conducting the enquiry 
and the enquiry officer was properly appointed and he 
was competent to hold the enquiry and the objection raised 
by the workman was duly considered and the workman 
was issued with the show cause notice on 13-07-1995, by 
the competent authority and there was no infirmity in the 
matter of competency of the concern officer and the 
workman was supplied with the findings of the enquiry 
officer to enable him to file objection if any and the dismissal 
order was also passed by the competent authority and the 
same is perfectly legal and as the charges framed and 
proved against the workman were of serious in nature, the 
order of dismissal from service passed against him is 
justified and the findings of the enquiry officer are based 
on documents and other materials on the record of the 
enquiry and the enquiry officer had no reason to nurture 
any animosity against the workman and the. punishment 
is not shockingly disproportionate and the workman is 
not entitled for any relief. 

4. As this is a case of dismissal of the workman from 
serv ices, after holding a departmental enquiry, the validity 
of the departmental enquiry was taken as a preliminary 
issue for consideration and by order dated 17-03-2010, the 
enquiry was held to be proper and valid. 

It is necessary to mention here that the case was 
closed for award, as per order dated 09-03-2010 by my 
predecessor in office, but as no award was not passed by 
him, till his retirement, the case was re-opened and after 
hearing of argument from the parties, the case was again 
posted for award. 

5. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the petitioner that the charge sheet 
submitted against the workman was bogus, concocted 
and fabricated and the enquiry was not conducted by 
following the principles of natural justice and the enquiiy 
was not fair and the enquiry officer was a practicing 
advocate and as such, he was not entitled to conduct the 
enquiry and though the order of suspension was issued 
by the General Manager, the charge sheet, show cause 
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notice and dismissal order were issued by the Dy. General 
Manager, and as such, the dismissal order is illegal, as the 
Dy. General Manager has no jurisdiction to pass the order 
and the findings of the enquiry officer are perverse and 
the order of dismissal is shockingly disproportionate and 
is by way of victimization and while imposing the 
punishment, the passed clean and unblemished service 
record of the workman was not considered. 

6. Per contra, it was submitted by the learned 
advocate for the party no. 1 that as per order dated 
07-03-2010, this Tribunal has already held that the enquiry 
to be proper and the order of suspension was not bad in 
law and charges of commission of serious misconducts 
under Rules 23(a), (1) and (m) under the Certified Standing 
Orders were levelled against the workman and such 
charges were proved against him in a properly conducted 
enquiry and the findings of the enquiry officer are based 
on the materials on record of the departmental enquiiy 
and they are not perverse and the punishment imposed is 
proportionate to the proved misconducts and continuance 
of such employee in a establishment will hamper industrial 
peace and tranquility and the workman is not entitled for 
any relief. 

In support of such contention, the learned advocate 
forthe party no. 1 placed reliance on the decisions reported 
in 2006-I-LLJ 1074 (Verman L.K. and HMT limited and 
another), 1997 LAV IC-3095 (Brijesh Kumar Yadav Vs. 
Secretary, Basic Shiksha Parishad, UP) and 2002 LLR-2255 
(Gwalior Potteries and others Vs. Bhagwandas and others). 

7. Perused the record. Taking into consideration the 
materials available on record and the submissions made 
by the learned advocates for the parties and the principles 
enunciated by the Hon’ble Courts in the decisions cited 
by the learned advocate for the party no. 1, it is found that 
so for the contentions regarding the validity of the enquiry 
raised by the learned advocate for the workman have 
already been considered and decided against the workman 
at the time passing of the validity of the departmental 
enquiry. Now, the questions remain for considerations are 
regarding the perversity of the findings and the quantum 
of punishment. There is nothing on record to show that 
the findings of the enquiry officer are perverse. Though in 
the statement of claim, the workman has mentioned that 
the findings of the enquiry officer are perverse, there is 
nothing in the same to show as to how the findings are 
perverse. In his reply to the disciplinary authority to the 
show cause notice issued to the workman, he had not 
raised any objection regarding the findings of the enquiiy 
officer, though he had raised objection regarding the 
process of conducting of the enquiiy. On perusal of the 
record, it is also found that commission of serious 
misconducts like abusing senior officers and manhandling 
the officer have been proved against the workman in a 
properly held'departmental enquiry. In the decision 
reported in 2006-I-LLJ 1074 (Supra) the Hon’ble Apex 
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Court have held that, “verbal abuse was sufficient for 
inflicting punishment of dismissal and the contention of 
the appellant regarding quantum of punishment could not 
be countenanced.” Similar view has also been taken by 
the Hon’ble Courts in the other two decisions cited by the 
learned advocate for the party No. 1. Applying the 
principles enunciated by the Hon’ble Courts in the 
decisions mentioned above to the present case in hand; it 
is found the punishment imposed against the workman 
can be said to be shockingly disproportionate, calling for 
interference. Hence, it is ordered > 

ORDER 

The action of the management of M/s. Richardson 
and Cruddas (1972) Ltd. a Govt, of India undertaking, 
Nagpur through its Dy. General Manager, in dismissing 
Shri Naresh S/o Kothiram Meshram R/c. behind Bagadganj 
Police Station, Nagpur, w.e.f. 25-08-1995 is legal and 
justified. The workman is not entitled for any relief. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
^f^h,27 lf FWl, 2012 

W.31T. 1161.—IqqK 1947 (1947 
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88/2004 i, # ^ 27-2-2012 
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[U T^-42012/385/2003 3*R (Tfa™HI)] 

~g[. TttT. ir*T. Sftfwrt m, 3lfwd 

New Delhi, the 27th February, 2012 
S.O. 1161. —in pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 88/2004 of 
the Cent. Govt, Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
NAGPUR as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Durgapur Sub-Area 
of Western Coalfields Limited, and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 27-02-2012. 

[ No. L-22012/385/2003-IR (CM-II)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J. p. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CTJM-LABOURTCOURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/88/2004 Date; 08-02-2012. 

Party No. 1 : The Sub-Area Manager, Durgapur Sub-Area 
of WCL, Po-Durgapur, Tah. & Dist.- 
Chandrapur. 

Vs. 

Party No. 2: Sh. K.K. Singh, President, Koyla Khadan 
Mazdoor Sangh (INTUC), Sadbhawana 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 

Bhawan, Shakti Nagar, Durgapur, Tah & Distt. 

Chandrapur (MS) 

AWARD 

(Dated: 8th February, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (i) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workman Shri Prasad Raj an, 
for adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/385/2003-IR 
(CM-II) dated 04-10-2004 with the following schedule:- 

“Whether the action of the management in relation 
to Dhoptala Sub Area ofWestern Coalfields Limited 
in dismissing She Prasad Rajan, Driver, Durgapur 
Open Cast Project, from service vide office order 
No. WCL/CHA/DOC/SUPDT. (M)/MGR/40 dated 
05-04-2003 is legal and justified? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were 
noticed to file their respective statement of claim and 
written statement and accordingly, the union “Koyla 
Khadan Mazdoor Sangh . (INTUC)”, (“the union” in 
short), filed the statement of claim on behalf of the 
workman, Shri Prasad Rajan, (“the workman” short) and 
the management of the WCL (“Party No. 1” in short). filed 
its written statement. 

The case of the workman as projected in the 
statement of claim by the union is that the workman was 
charge sheeted by party no. 1 vide letter dated 25-01-2001 
and enquiry was constituted by the party no. 1 vide letter 
dated 01/02-07-2001 and the enquiry was completed on 
18-10-2001 and the enquiry officer submitted his report on 
09-01 -2002 and the workman was supplied with the copy 
of the enquiry report vide letter no. 183 dated 25-04-2002 
and after lapse of about 2 years, the order of dismissal of 
the workman from services was served on him vide letter 
dated 05-04-2003. The further case of the workman is that 
one shri K.H. Raipure was also charge sheeted for the 
same occurrence and the charges leveled against him and 
shri Raipure were the same and the enquiry officer in both 
the enquiry proceedings was also the same and shri 
Raipure was also found to be guilty of the charge of 
committing theft of diesel from the company’s vehicle and 
though order of dismissal from services was passed against 
him, shri Raipure was only demoted from the original post 
and shri Raipure was given minor punishment and the 
party No. 1 intentionally and with malafide intention 
passed the order of dismissal from services against him, 
only to take revenge against him, as he is a member of the 
RKKMS union and the order of punishment is illegal. The 
workman has prayed to set aside the order of punishment 
and to pass proportion punishment to the misconduct 
proved against him. 
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3. The party No. 1 in its written statement has pleaded 
inter-alia that the subject matter of the reference relates to 
Durgapur OC Sub Area, and not to Dhoptala Sub Area, as 
mentioned in the reference and the workman was working 
as a driver before his dismissal from service on 08-07-1982 
and he was charge sheeted on 25-01-2001, for his 
involvement in pilferage of diesel from the water tanker in 
the nearby OB dump of Neeri area of Durgapur OC and as 
the reply of the workman was not satisfactory, a 
departmental proceeding was conducted against him and 
the workman and his co-worker participated in the enquiry 
and full opportunities were given to the workman to defend 
himself in the enquiry and the enquiry officer submitted 
his report on 05-01-2002 and the disciplinary authority 
after going through the findings and the recommendat ions, 
dismissed the workman from services. The further case of 
the party No. 1 is that the charges against the workman 
were theft, fraud or dishonesty in connection with the 
employer’s business or property and such a grave 
misconduct was proved in the enquiry and as such, the 
punishment imposed against him is proper, legal and 
justified. 

4. It is necessary to mention here that as this is a 
case of dismissal of the workman from the services, after 
holding of a departmental enquiry, the issue regarding the 
validity of the enquiry was taken up for consideration as a 
preliminary issue. Parties filed their respective evidence 
on affidavit in that respect. However, on 09-11-2010, the 
learned advocate for the workman filed a pursis intimating 
that the workman doesn’t want to challenge the validity 
of the enquiry. In view of the pursis and the materials on 
record, on 09-11-2010, the enquiry was held to be proper, 
legal and by following the principles of natural justice. 

5. At the time of argument, the learned advocate 
for the workman harped on the question of disparity in 
imposing punishment against the workman and shri 
Raipure by the party No. 1. It was submitted by the learned 
advocate for the workman that same charges had been 
leveled against the workman and shri Raipure and both 
had been found guilty of the charges by the same enquiry 
officer, but the party No. 1 discriminated in imposing the 
punishment against the workman and shri Raipure and 
while shri Raipure was only demoted, the workman was 
dismissed from services and as such, the punishment 
imposed against the workman is not proportionate and at 
least the workman deserves the same punishment as 
imposed against shri Raipure. 

6. Per contra, it was submitted by the learned 
advocate for the party No. 1 that though the charges 
leveled against the workman and shri Raipure were the 
same, the competent authority found that the charges 
under clause 26.1 was not proved against shri Raipure 
beyond reasonable doubts and shri Raipure was found 
guilty only under clause 26 22 and as such, he was demoted 
from services, whereas, the workman was found guilty of 


the charges under clauses 26.1 and 26.22 of the Standing 
Orders and as the misconduct committed by him was very 
grave, he was dismissed from service and there was no 
disparity in the punishment imposed against the workman 
and shri Raipure and there is no merit in the reference and 
the workman is not entitled for any relief. 

7. Perused the record. The workman has not 
challenged the findings of the enquiry officer. From the 
documents filed by the workman, it is found that though 
shri Raipure was found guilty of the charges under 
clauses 26.1 and 26.22 by the enquiry officer, the 
competent authority i.e. Superintendant/Manager of the 
colliery did not agree with the findings of the enquiry 
officer and opined that charges leveled against shri 
Raipure under clause 26. 1 not to be proved and as such, 
the disciplinary authority imposed the punishment of 
demotion against shri Raipure. However, it is found from 
the record that charges under clauses 26.1 and 26.22 were 
proved against the workman in a validly conducted 
departmental enquiry. The commission of serious 
misconducts by the workman was proved against the 
workman in a properly conducted departmental enquiry. 
As such, the punishment of dismissal from services 
imposed against the workman cannot be said to be 
shockingly disproportionate to the charges. There is no 
disparity in imposing the sentences against the workman 
and shri Raipure. There is no merit in the reference. Hence, 
it is ordered 

ORDER 

The action of the management in relation to 
Durgapur Sub Area Manager, Durgapur OCM, Chandra 
pur (and not Dhoptala Sub Area of Western Coalfields 
Limited as wrongly mentioned in reference) in dismissing 
Sh. Prasad Rajan, Driver, Durgapur Open Cast Project, from 
service vide office order No. WCL/CHA/DOC/SUPDT. 
(M)/MGR/40 dated 05-04-2003 is legal and justified. The 
workman is not entitled to any relief. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
27-9^, 2012 

^T.3tT, 1162.—aflOtfueb 3tfafWT, 1947 (1947 ' 

14) 17 ^ Ff, FTT^TT 

3PJSV t}' 'fK4>K 

artiPETOT, m -qiuid*! ^ W (wf TO 09/2011 
^ t, # TR7FR ^ 27-02-2012 

UM *TT) 

N. ttcT-22012/51/2008-3^ m (^P-II)] 
Ttr ttr sftfncjiK TPt, sTftrenft 
New Delhi, the 27th February, 2012 

S.O. 1162.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 09/2011 of 
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the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of Wani Area of WCL Post. 
Uijagram and their workman, received by the Central 
Government on 27-02-2012. 

[No. L-22012/51/2008-IR (CM-II)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHR1J. P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/09/2011-12 

Party No. 1 : The Chief General Manager, 

Wani Area of WCL Post; Urjagram, 

Tadali, Distt. Chandrapur (MS) 

Versus 

Party No. 2 : The General Secretary, 

Sanyukta Khadan Mazdoor Sangh, 

Sanyal Bhawan Gandhi Nagar, 
Ghugus-442505 Distt. Chandrapur. 

AWARD 

Dated: 8th February, 2012 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workman Mr. Jamalludin 
Nizamuddin, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/51/ 
2008-IR (CM-II) dated 09-05-2011, with the following 
schedule : 

“Whether the action of the management of Wani of 
WCL in refusing to record the correct date of birth 
of Shri Jamalludin Nizamuddin, Driver-Cum- 
Mechanic of Naigaon O/C Mines of WCL, despite 
the existence of original record is legal and justified? 
If not, what relief the workman concerned is 
entitled to?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were 
noticed to file their respective statement of claim and 
written statement. 

It is necessary to mention here that when the case 
was posted for filing of the statement of claim by the 
workman, the workman filed an application for withdrawal 
of the case on the ground of having a settlement with the 
management, the workman also filed a copy of the 
settlement arrived at between himself and management of 
WCL as per Section 18 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 read with Rule 58 of the Industrial Disputes (Central) 
Rules, 1957. The management also filed an application filed 
by the workman in terms of the settlement. 


In view of the application filed by the workman and 
that the dispute has already been resolved by the 
settlement arrived at between the parties, the application 
filed by the workman is allowed. It is ordered : 

ORDER 

The reference be treated as withdrawn in accordance 
with the settlement arrived at between the parties. The 
application filed by the workman, copy of the settlement 
and the application filed by the management be made part 
of the award. 

J.P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
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BEFORE THE HON’BLE CGIT, AT NAGPUR 
Case No.—CGIT/NGP/09/2011 
Jamalludin -Vs- CGM, WLL, Wani Area 
No Objection filed on behalf of the management WCL 

The Party No. 2/management most humbly begs to 
submit as under :— 

(1) That, the Party No. 1/Workman has filed an 
application for withdrawal of the Case 

(2) That, Shri Jamalludin Nizamuddin unconditionally 
agrees to withdraw Case No. CGIT/NGP/09/2011-12 
in connection with correction of his date of bith as 
the dispute between workman & management is 
settled. 

Hence management has no objection regarding the 
withdrawal of case by workman Shri Jamalludin 
Date: 08-02-2012 
Nagpur 

(G D.ASOLEYAdv.) 
C.F. Party No. 2 
WCL 
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New Delhi, the 27th February, 2012 

S.O. 1163. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 158/2000 of 
the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
NAGPUR as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the the employees in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 27-02-2012. 

[No. L-21012/44/ 1987D-IJI-3-IR (C-II)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P.CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGITCUM-LABOURT COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT /NGP/158/2000 Date: 07-02-2012. 

Party No. 1 The Sub Area Manager, Sub Area no. VIII, 
Padmapur Open Cast Colliery, M/s. WCL, 
PO Durgapur, Distt. Chandrapur (MS) 

Versus 

Party No. 2 Shri Manohar Krishnaji Burile, Jatpura Ward 
No.l, C/o Ashok Gosai Bele’s House Post, 
Tahsil and Distt.: Chandrapur (MS) 

AWARD 

(Dated: 7th February, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government had referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workman Shri Manohar 
Krishnaji Burile, to CGIT-Cum-Labour Court, Mumbai -I 
for adjudication, as per letter No. L-21012/ 44/87-D-1II-B 
dated 29-08-95, with the following schedule :— 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
WCL (Padmapur Opencast Colliery) in terminating 
the services of Sh. Manohar Krishnaji Burile w.e.f. 
09-12-1986 is legal and justified? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled?” 

Subsequently the case was transferred to this 
Tribunal ? for judication according to law. 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were 
noticed to file their respective statement of claim and 
written statement and accordingly, the workman, Shri 
Manohar Burile, (“the workman' in short) filed his 
statement of claim and the’ management of the WCL 
(“Party No. 1” in short) filed its written statement. 

The case of the workman as projected in the 
statement of claim is that on 17-07-1985, he was appointed 
as a apprenticeship driver in Padmapur Opencast colliery 
by party No. 1 for one year and after completion of the 
apprenticeship period successfully with clean and 
excellent service record, vide order dated 01 -08-1986, his 
services was regularized by the party No. I w.e.f. 01-08-1986, 
on the recommendation of the departmental promotion 
committee and the Industrial Employment Standing Order 


Act, 1946 is applicable to the party No. 1 and he completed 
the statutory probation period of three months w.e.f. 

01 -08-1986 to 31 -10-1986, with clean and excellent service 
record. The further case of the workman is that on 
14-11-1986, he took Shri O. N, Shukla, S. E. (E&M), on 
official trip to Nagpur in the official jeep and on the return 
trip to Durgapur Padmapur, one shri Padmanabhan 
accompanied Shri Shukla in the jeep and Shri Shukla asked 
him to leave Shri Padmanabhan at Ballarpur Paper Mills 
colony and accordingly, he complied with the order, without 
any complaint from any side, but he was issued with a 
vague, belated, unfounded and fabricated charge sheet 
dated 20-11-1986, by the party No. 1 and the party No. I 
also terminated his services on 09-12-1986, without 
conducting any enquiry and such termination not only 
amounts to dismissal from services, but also, amounts to 
denial of reasonable opportunity to him in violation of the 
principales of natural justice and the action of party No. 1 
was unfair labour practice done with malicious intention 
and ulterior motive and his termination from services is 
illegal. The further case of the workman is that after the 
conciliation proceedings, the Central Government denied 
to refer the dispute for adjudication, so he approached the 
Hon’ble High Court for redress and during the pendency 
of the Writ Petition, the party No. 1 smelling its loosing of 
the case, again appointed him on apprenticeship driver 
w.e.f. 2) -02-1989 for one year and after completion of the 
apprenticeship period, he was appointed as Tr. Operator, 
Cat. II w.e.f. 09-12-1990 and he is entitled for reinstatement 
in services as a regular driver w.e.f. 09-12-1986 and all 
consequential benefits The workman has prayed for his 
reinstatement in service w.e.f. 09-12-1986 with full back 
wages. 

3. The party no. 1 in its written statement has pleaded 
inter alia that the workman was appointed as apprentice 
drive vide office order dated 26-05-1985 and he was allowed 
on duty at Padmapur opencast project w.e.f. 17-07-1985 
and as per the appointment letter dated 26-05-1985, the 
training period of the workman was of two years, with 
consolidated stipend of Rs. 260 per month for the first 
year and Rs. 300 per month for the second year and the 
workman accepted the offer of appointment and as such, 
it is not open to him to say that his probation period as 
apprentice was only for one year and as per office order 
dated 01-08-1986, on completion of one year 
apprenticeship, the workman was regularized as general 
mazdoor-Cat.-l, with probation period of six months, with 
the conditions that during the said period, if his 
performance would be found not to be satisfactory, then 
he would be reverted back’ to the original post or the 
probation pei iod would be extended and such condition 
was stipulated in the order itself. The further case of the 
party no. 1 is that the workman was deputed to drive jeep 
no. MZW-9869 on 14-11 -1986, from Chandrapur to Nagpur 
and back and Mr. A.N. Shukla and Mr. Paranabhan 
Padmanabhan were the occupants of the said jeep and 
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while returning back to Chandrapur and Ballarpur from N 
agpur, the workman allowed some unauthorized outsider 
to travel in the jeep, taking some amount from them and 
those unauthorized occupants, stole some of the 
belongings of Shri Padmanabhan and such complaint was 
made by Shri Padmanabhan against the workman and 
basing on such complaint, charge sheet dated 20-11-1986 
was issued against the workman by it and the workman 
filed his reply on 27-11-1986, but the same was found not 
to be satisfactory and on the basis of the preliminary 
enquiry and as per the terms of his appointment orders, 
the services of the workman were terminated w.e.f. 
09-12-1986 and the workman was on probation and had 
completed only three months service and oecause of 
submission of die charge sheet, it was within its right to 
vermin ate his services and the charge sheet was neither 
vague nor beiated, unfounded and fabricated and the order 
of termination is legal and the workman is not entitled for 
any relief. 

4. In order to prove their respective cases, both the 
parties have adduced oral evidence, besides placing 
reliance on documentary evidence. The workman has 
examined himself as a witness in support of his case. 
Shri D. Ramdeorao and Shri M.A. Padmanabhan have 
been examined as the two witnesses on behalf of the party 
No.l. The workman and the two witnesses for the 
management have reiterated the facts mentioned in the 
statement of claim and written statemen* rsjmectivelv in 
their evidence. However, Shri Padmanabhan hi his cross- 
examination has admitted that he cannot say what were 
the articles stolen from the jeep and the price of the same 
and no police complaint was filed and he cannot say if he 
submitted a written complaint to the management. 

It is necessary to mention here tfiat as almost all the tacts 
me admitted by the parties and documents have been fiied 
m support oftheir respective claims, the oral evidence adduced 
by the parties is not of much help to decide the case. 

5. It is the admitted case of the parties that the 
orkman after completion of the apprenticeship period of 
one year was regularized in service on 01-08-1986 and on 
20-11 -1986, a charge sheet was submitted against him, on 
the allegation that on 14-11-1986, when he w'as taking 
i ^ admanabhan to Ballarsaha, he allowed some persons 
unau thorisedly to board the jeep after taking some money 
from them and those persons committed theft of some 
at tides of shri Padmanabhan and the workman submitted 
his reply to the charge sheet. Admittedly, no departmental 
enquiry was made to enquire into the charges leveled 
against the workman, which was mandatory, as per the 
Standing Orders applicable to party No. 1 and its 
employees. The plea of the party no. 1 is that on the basis 
of the preliminary enquiry and on the basis of the 
conditions imposed in the appointment orders, the 
workman was terminated from services. There is nothing 
on record to show as to what preliminary enquiry was 
made by the party No. 1. Moreover, after submission of 


the charge sheet, there was no question of imposing of 
punishment on the basis of the preliminary enquiry. There 
was no condition in the orders of appointment that in case 
the work of the workman would not be found satisfactory, 
then he would be terminated from services. According to 
the party No. 1 itself, the condition in the appointment 
order was that the workman would be reverted back to the 
original post or the probation period would be extended in 
case of finding of the work of the workman not be 
satisfactory. Hence, the order or termination of the services 
of the workman without holding any departmental enquiry 
cannot be sustained, the ^me being illegal. 

6. Admittedly, the workman had again been 
appointed as an apprentice driver w.e.f. 21-02-1989 and 
has already been appointed as Tr. Operator, Cat II. w.e.f. 

21 -02-1990. The evidence of Shri D. Ramdeo Rao that the 
workman secured employment again by mis-representation 
cannot oe taker, into consideration in absence of any 
pleading in that regard in the written statement. As the 
order of the termination of the cervices of the workman is 
held to be illegal, the workman is entitled for reinstatement 
In service with effect from 09-12-1986, with continuity 
and seniority as per rules. Taking into consideration the 
entire facts and circumstances cf the management case, 
it is found that the workman is not entitled for any back 
wages. Hence, it is ordered :— 

ORDER 

The action of the management of M/s. WCL 
(Padmapur Opencast Colliery) in terminating the services 
of Sh. Manohar Krishnaji Burile w.e.f. 09-12-1986 is 
illegal and unjustified.The workman is entitled for 
reinstatement in service with effect front 09-12-1986 with 
continuity and seniority as per rules. The party No. 1 is 
directed to give effect to ihe award within one month from 
the date of the publication of the award in the official 
gazette. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
^ 27 2012 

^>T.3*r. 1164. —1947 (1947 
14) tJKT 17 ^ ^ 

^ 

^ (*frf -fr^TT 16/1999) -g+lfVM 

24-2-2012 *n) 

[U tleT-17012/15/84-‘St. IV (A) pt-31lf 3TR (tRt)] 

#Rt, 3R17 

New Delhi, the 27th February, 2012 

S.O. 1164. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. No. 16 (1999) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
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Court Nagpur now as.shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. New India Assurance Company 
Ltd., (Nagpur) and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 24-02-2012. 

[No. L-17012/15/84-D. IV (A)pt-IR(M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/16/1999 Date: 27-01-2012. 

Party No. 1 The Divisional Manager, 

New India Assurance Company Limited, 
Gopal Krishna Bhawan, Rani Jhansi sq. 
Sitabuldi, Nagpur-440 012 

Versus 

Party No. 2 Sh. Subashchandra Mohanlal Chandak, 
Behind Jalaram Convent, Maratha Nagar, 
Akola, Tehsil & Distt. Akola-441002. 

AWARD 

(Dated: 27th January, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government had referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of New India Assurance Company Limited 
and their workman, Shri Subashchandra Mohanlal 
Chandak, to Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Jabalpur for adjudication, as per letter 
No. L-17012/15/84-D. IV (A)(Pt) dated 18-09-1991, with the 
following schedule:— 

“Whether the action of the management of New India 
Assurance Company Ltd. Nagpur in terminating 
the services of Shri Subhashchandra Mohanlal 
Chandak, Junior Inspector w.e.f. 27-12-1982 is 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

Subsequently the reference was transferred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication as per law. 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were 
noticed to file their respective statement of claim and 
written statement and accordingly, the workman, Shri 
Subhashchandra Mohanlal Chandak, (“the workman” in 
short) filed his statement of claim and the management of 
the New India Assurance Company Limited, (“Party No. 1 ” 
in short) filed its written statement. 

The case of the workman as projected in the 
statement of claim is that he was appointed as a junior 
inspector with party No. 1, as per the appointment order 
dated 20-03-1980, signed by the Senior Area Manager 


and accepting the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
said appointment letter in writing, he joined in the service 
and while he was working as such, the party No. 1 issued 
a memorandum dated 04-05-1982 against him, asking to 
explain certain allegations of misconduct leveled against 
him and by the said order, he was also put under 
suspension and the said memorandum was issued by the 
manager, who had no authority, power or jurisdiction to 
issue the same and he submitted his explanation on 
14-05-1982 denying the allegations and thereafter, he was 
served with the charge sheet dated 25-05-1982 and was 
asked to submit the written statement to the charges leveled 
against him and he was also informed about the 
appointment to Shri N.V. Sargave as the enquiry officer 
to enquire to the charges and he submitted his reply on 
12-07-1982, denying the charges and inspite of his 
submission of the most convincing and satisfactory 
explanation supported with documents, he was informed 
by the Senior Area Manager on 06-08-1982 thatan enquiry 
would be held into the charges leveled against him and 
he demanded certain documents vide his letter dated 
05-07-1982 to defend himself in the enquiry, but the senior 
Area Manager vide letter dated 09-07-1982 intimated the 
refusal of the management to supply the documents and 
the enquiry was fixed at Aurangabad, about 250 
kilometers away from his normal residence and he was 
required to incur heavy expenditure for participating in 
the enquiry, which was during the period of his suspension 
at the meager salary of Rs. 125 per month and the same 
materially affected his defence. 

The further case of the workman is that his statement 
was extracted under influence, coercion, inducement and 
misrepresentation and such fact was conclusively 
established in the enquiry and the preliminary enquiry 
was conducted behind his back and the statements 
recorded in the preliminary enquiry were extracted from 
the witnesses contrary to the facts and the enquiry officer 
was highly skilled and experienced in conducting enquiries 
and the presenting officer on behalf of the management 
was also highly qualified and trained in law and he 
demanded the assistance of lawyer to defend himself, but 
the same was denied resulting in grave failure of justice 
and violation of principles of natural justice and he suffered 
serious handicap in the matter of his defence and the 
enquiry was conducted in an atmosphere surcharged with 
bias and most of the relevant questions were disallowed 
by the enquiry officer and no adequate and reasonable 
opportunity was given to him to put forth his case during 
the enquiry and the procedure followed in the enquiry 
and recording of the statement was in flagrant disregard 
to the established procedure of fair play and justice and 
not a single witness was examined by the management to 
support the charge and there was no legal evidence worth 
the name before the enquiry officer and he was denied 
adequate and reasonable opportuni ty and Mr. Kulkami, 
the defence assistant given to him was not able to defend 
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him properly and the enquiry officer submitted his report 
on 06-06-1982 and the copy of the report was forwarded to 
him by letter dated 27-12-1982 and the report of the enquiry 
officer was not based on the legal evidence and the 
findings were perverse and the enquiry officer had 
expressed in his report to give the benefit of doubt to him, 
but at the request of the management, he deleted the same 
at a later stage and the said fact vitiated the enquiry and 
no opportunity was granted to him to show cause against 
the proposed action taken under the order dated 
27-12-1982 and as such, the procedure followed was illegal 
and he was also not given any opportunity to show cause 
against the report of the enquiry officer, since the report 
of the enquiry officer was forwarded to him along with the 
order dated 27-12-1982, whereby he was discharged/ 
removed from services and the order of discharge/ 
termination of his services was ab-initio void and no notice 
or notice pay was given to him and the provisions of 
section 25- F of the Act were not complied with and order 
of termination of his services amounted to retrenchment 
in terms of section 2 (oo) of the Act and such termination 
was violative of the principles of natural justice and the 
provisions of General Insurance (Conduct, Discipline and 
Appeal) Rules, 1975 and the punishment imposed against 
him is quite disproportionate to the facts of the case and 
the Party No. 1 to save the skin of the officers, made him 
a scape goat and he was victimized and the report of the 
Enquiry Officer was based on no legal evidence and the 
Enquiry Officer became a tool in the hand of the Party 
No.l and his previous record, which was unblemished 
was not considered and the order of termination of his 
service is illegal. 

The workman has prayed to quash the order of 
termination dated 27-12-1982 and to set aside the same 
and for his reinstatement in service with continuity and 
all back wages and all consequential benefits. 

3. The Party No. 1 in its written statement has pleaded 
inter alia that the workman was working as junior inspector 
on probation at its Akola Branch and the service conditions 
of the workman were governed by the General Insurance 
Business Nationalization Act and the scheme framed there 
under and the said Act and the scheme made there under 
have over-riding effect not withstanding anything to the 
contrary contained in any law, agreement and award etc. 
for the time being in force and the said Act and scheme 
being a self contained code in itself providing for CDA, 
Rules, appeals and other remedies available, the dispute 
cannot be agitated under the Act and apart from the same, 
as the workman was working as a Development Inspector, 
he is not a workman as defined in Section 2(s) of the Act 
and therefore, the dispute is not maintainable under the 
provisions of the Act. The further case of Party No.l is 
that while working as the Junior Inspector at Akola, the 
workman demanded and collected a sum of Rs. 200 from 
one Shri Dwarkadas Murlidhar Agrawala as bribe for 


settlement of cattle claim and similarly he collected a sum 
of Rs. 200 from one Shri Narayan Chahai Gaikwad as bribe 
for settlement of his claim and he also collected similar 
amounts from 9 to 10 others for settlement of their claims 
and because of the commission of the said misconducts 
by the workman, a charge sheet was issued against him 
and as the reply submitted by the workman was found not 
to be satisfactory, Shri N. V. Satghere was appointed as the 
Enquiry Officer to conduct the departmental enquiry and 
the Enquiry Officer conducted the enquiry on various 
dated and the workman participated in the enquiry with 
his defence representative, Shri A. S. Kulkami fully and 
during the enquiry, the witnesses for the management were 
examined in presence of the workman and they were also 
cross-examined by the defence representative of the 
workman and after closure of the evidence from the side 
of the management, the workman was permitted to lead 
evidence and he examined three witnesses besides 
examining himself as a witness and after considering the 
evidence produced in the enquiry, the Enquiry Officer 
submitted his report holding the workman guilty of the 
charges levelled against him and the Competent Authority 
after perusing the entire papers placed before him and 
considering the total facts and the circumstances of the 
case and also taking into consideration the seriousness 
of the misconduct committed by the workman, imposed 
the punishment of discharge from services vide order dated 
27-12-1982 and the action taken against the workman was 
on the basis of the findings of guilt recorded against him 
in a properly conducted departmental enquiry and the 
enquiry was conducted properly and all opportunities were 
given to the workman to defend himself and the workman 
was holding a post of trust and the misconduct committed 
by him was of such a nature that no employer can have a 
confidence on such an employee and as the management 
lost confidence in the workman, the reinstatement of the 
workman is not in the interest of the establishment and 
the workman is not entitled for any relief. 

4. The workman in his rejoinder has pleaded that 
the Act itself is a super special law and the same prevails 
over all enactments in regard to Industrial Disputes and 
the present dispute has been referred by the Government 
in terms of the order of the Hon’ble High Court of Bombay, 
Nagpur Bench, Nagpur and the management cannot go 
against the order of the Hon’ble High Court and the 
contention regarding his status that he is not a workman 
is misconceived and contrary to law and facts and the 
claims raised by the Party No. 1 are erroneous and contrary 
to facts and are liable to be rejected and he did not commit 
any misconduct. 

5. It is necessary to mention here that by way of 
amendment, the workman incorporated in the statement 
of claim that after his discharge from service, he has not 
been gainfully employed and he is entitled for full back 
wages. 
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6. The Party No. 1 also added in the written statement 
that it has information that the workman is gainfully 
engaged after his termination from services and he has 
inherited landed property situated at village Sonalia and 
he is a progressive cultivator and he has invested huge 
amount of money in private companies and he has also 
number of business including the business of real estate 
and has a sizeable Income. 

7. As this is a case of discharge of the workman from 
services, after holding a departmental enquiry against him, 
the validity of the departmental enquiry was taken up for 
consideration as a preliminary issue and by order dated 
27-1 1-2008, the departmental enquiry' against the workman 
was held not to be in accordance with the principles of 
natural justice and the same is vitiated. 

It is necessary to mention here that as in the written 
statement, the Party No. 1 had prayed to allow it to prove 
the charges before the Tribunal, in case of finding of the 
departmental proceeding to be invalid, order was passed 
on 27 -11 -2008 itself, directing the Party' No. 1 to prove the 
charges before the Tribunal. 

8 It is necessary to mention here that the Party No. 1 
challenged the order passed on the validity of the enquiry 
dated 27-11-2008 by filing Writ Petition No. 2863/2009, 
before the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature Bombay, 
Nagpur Bench, Nagpur. However, the Hon’ble High Court 
by order dated 25-11-2009 have been pleased to dismiss 
the Writ Petition holding that, “In view of the 
circumstances, I am not inclined to interfere in the matter 
in writ jurisdiction. It is open to the petitioner to challenge, 
the ad verse order after final adjudication by the CGIT.” 

9. In order to prove the charges levelled against the 
workman, the Party No.l has examined two witnesses, 
namely, Dr. N.V. Chavan and Shri Vishwas Bansi Gaikwad. 
In rebuttal, the workman has examined himself as a 
witness. It will not be out of place to mention here that the 
witness. Dr. N.V. Chavan was examined and cross- 
examined prior to the order passed on the validity of the 
departmental inquiry and the examination-in-chief of 
witness. Shri Vishwas B. Gaikwad on affidavit w'as also 
filed prior to the passing of such order. It is also necessary 
to mention here that such evidence was adduced by the 
Party No. 1 before the passing of the order on the validity 
of the departmental enquiry, as by order dated 31 -01-2002, 
the Tribunal passed orders for deciding all issues together. 
Hence, the evidence of the two witnesses examined on 
behalf of the Party No. 1 is to be taken into consideration 
to find out if Party No. 1 has been able to prove the charges 
leveled against the workman or not. It is also necessary to 
mention here that Party No. 1 had also filed the evidence 
of one Mr. M. L. Durle, but he expired before his 
cross- examination. 

10 . At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that the departmental 


enquiry has already been held to be illegal by order dated 
27-11-2008 and in this case, the written statement filed on 
behalf of the Party No. 1 has not been signed by the Party 
No. 1 and the same has been signed by the advocate and 
as such, it is to be held that there is no valid written 
statement on behalf of the Party No. 1. It was further 
submitted by the learned advocate for the workman that 
the discharge of the workman from services amounts to 
retrenchment and as the mandatory provisions of Section 
25- F of the Act were not complied with, such retrench¬ 
ment is illegal and on that ground alone, the workman is 
entitled to reinstatement in service with full back wages. 
It was also submitted by the learned advocate for the 
workman that Party No.l has virtually not adduced any 
evidence to prove the charges against the workman, before 
theTribunal PaityNo.l even failed to produce the original 
papers and documents of the departmental enquiry before 
this Tribunal and secondary evidence was not adduced in 
accordance with law and as such, such evidence cannot 
be taken into consideration and as the original documents, 
i.e. the so called admission of the workman have not been 
produced and proved before the Tribunal, the contents of 
such documents cannot be read and treated as evidence 
and Party No. 1 has completely faiied to prove the charges 
against the workman and the workman is entitled to be 
reinstated in service with continuity and full back wages. 

In support of such contentions, the learned advocate 
for the workman placed reliance on the decision reported 
in Second Appeal No 12/19Q8 (Deorao versus Tularam of 
Hon’ble High Court of Judicature of Bombay High Court, 
Nagpur Bench, 2006(6) Mh. L.J-571 (Ramdas 
B. Chaudhary versus Ananla), 1990 II LLJ-70 (Punjab Land 
Devt. & Reclamation Corpn. Ltd. versus Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court, Chandigarh). Special Civil Application No. 
781 of 1974 (Namdeo versus State Industrial Tribunal) of 
Hon’ble High Court of Judicature of Bombay, Nagpur 
Bench, 1967 Mh. L.J. 65 (Mr. D versus Mr. S) and (2009) 

2 SCC -570 (Roop Singh Negi versus Punjab National 
Bank). 

II. Per contra, it was submitted by the learned 
advocate for the Party No. I that the written statement 
filed by the Party No. I has been signed by the advocate 
for the Party No. I and as the advocate is authorized to 
sign the same, there is no force in the contention that 
there is no legal written statement on record. It was 
submitted by the learned advocate for the Party No 1 that 
the discharge of the workman from services? not be said 
to be retrenchment, as the punishment was imposed after 
holding of a departmental enquiry and therefore, there 
was no necessity to comply the provisions of Section 
25-F of the Act and the evidence adduced by Party No. 1 is 
sufficient to prove the charges leveled against the workman 
and strict rules of Evidence Act are nor applicable to 
departmental enquiry or before the Tribunal it was also 
submitted that from the evidence of the witnesses 
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examined by Party No.l and the materials on record 
especially the documents Exhibit M-10 and Exhibit M-12, 
the admission of the workman, it can be safely concluded 
that the charges have been proved. The learned advocate 
or the Party No. 1 also submitted that in the alternative, the 
workman is not entitled to reinstatement in service in view 
of the fact that about 30 years have already been passed 
from the date of the discharge of the workman and he is 
also not entitled to back wages, as he is gainfully employed. 
The further contention raised by the learned advocate for 
the Party No. 1 is that there was inordinate delay in raising 
the dispute and on that ground, the claim of the workman 
cannot be entertained. 

The learned advocate for the Party No. 1 has relied 
on the decisions reported in 1995 LLJ - II3 (Narang Latex 
versus S.V. Suvama), (1977) II SCC 191 (State of Haryana 
versus Rattan Singh), 1999 LLJ-1028 (Municipal Committee, 
Touru v/s Harpal Singh), 1997 (3) SCC-387 (Secretary to 
Govt, v/s ACJ, Britto), AIR 1988 SC 1 i 7 (Chandrama Tiwari 
vis Union of India), (1996) 5 SCC-474 (State of T. N. v/s 
Thiru K. Perumal), ( 1998) I LW- 431 (Union of India v/s 
Shrivastav B.K) and AIR 1997 SC-3658 (Harinarayan 
Shrivastav v/s United Commercial Bank). 

Keeping in view the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’ble Courts in the decisions cited by the learned 
advocates for the) parties, now, the present case at hand 
is to be considered. 

12. For better appreciation of the matter and the 
evidence adduced by the parties, I think it necessary to 
mention the charges leveled against the workman in 
verbatim. The charges leveled against the workman are as 
follows: 

(a) That you Mr. S.M. Chandak have demanded 
and collected from Shri Dwarkadas Murlidhar Agarwal of 
Bhavanvir a sum of Rs. 200 for settlement of his cattle claim. 

(b) That you Mr. S. M. Chandak had demanded and 
collected a sum of Rs. 200 from Narayan M. Gajkwad a 
sum of Rs. 200/- as bribe for expeditious settlement of his 

claim. 

(c) . That you Mr. S.M. Chandak had demanded and 
collected a sum of Rs. 200 each as bribe from the following 
persons who are members of Shri Jagadamba Dugdh 
Vyavasai Sahakari Sanstha for quick settlement of the 

claims. 

1. Narayan Chahai Gaikwad 

2. Dwarkadas Murlidhar Aganwalla 

3. Sampat Maroti Hazare 

4. Altaf Hussain Nizar Hussain 

5. Shafauddin Shahabuddin 

6. Azgari Begam Shafauddiri 

7. Shafaquat Hussain Nisar Hussain 

8. Sheikh Rauf Sk. Hussain 


9. Shammimuddin J. Abedin 

(d) . That you Mr. Chandak v»de your letter dated 
06-08-1981 have admitted in writing that you have taken 
a sum ranging from Rs. 100/- to Rs. 200/- from each of the 
following persons for filling up the claim forms from 
Vet. Doctors. However the Vet. Officer has advised us that 
he had not received the above referred amount 

1. Mr. Hazare Bawangir 

2. Mr. Shafaquat Hussain Nisar Hussain, Bawangir 

3. Mr. Sk. Rauf. Sk. Hussain 

4. Mr. N.C, Gaikwad, Bawangir 

5. Mr. Dagdu Chingaji Sagola 

(e) That you Mr. Chandak are in the habit of 
insuring the cattles contrary to the policy of the company. 
Further you have not tagged a single animal of the lot 
financed by Bank of India, Sonia, and that during the 
payment of claims you have submitted false particulars to 
enable you to obtain money from various clients by 
following the above modus operandi. For this purpose 
you have even prepared rubber stamps reading as under : 

(1) L. S. S. Bawangir 

(2) Police Patil Sonala 

(3) Police Patil, Bawangir 

(4) Police Patil, Sagola 

(5) Dr. R. S. Satav, Sangrampur 

To enable you to derive unfair advantage from 
settlements of claims. 

As you are aware the above referred acts of 
commission/omission are serious misconducts in terms of 
General Insurance (Conduct, Discipline and Appeal) Rules, 

1975 mainly under article 4 Sub Clauses 1,2,5,6,9,16,20 
and 21. 

13. The first submission made by learned advocate 
for the Party No. 1 is that this is a very belated claim and as 
such, the same cannot be entertained. However, on perusal 
of the record, it is found from the letter of reference that 
the Central Government had declined to refer the dispute 
for adjudication at first and for that the workman had filed 
Writ Petition No. 282/1986, before the Hon’ble High Court 
of Bombay and as per the directions of the Hon l hle High 
Court in the said Writ Petition, the reference was made 
by the Central Govt, for adjudication. Hence, it cannot be 
said that the claim is a belated claim. 

14. The learned advocate for the workman submitted 
that as the written statement was not signed by any officer 
of Party No. 1 and the same was signed by the advocate 
himself, the same cannot be treated as a valid written 
statement. Admittedly, the written statement filed by the 
Party No. 1 was signed by the advocate. However, for 
only on that ground, it cannot be said that there is no 
valid written statement from the side of the Party No. 1. 
The advocate for the parties are authorized to sign the 
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pleadings on behalf of the parties. It is also found that the 
amended written statement filed by the management is 
duly signed by the officer of Party No. 1. Hence, I find no 
force in the contention raised by the learned advocate for 
the workman. 

15. The next contention raised by the learned 
advocate for the workman is that the discharge of the 
workman from services amounts to retrenchment and as 
the mandatory provisions of Section 25-F of the Act were 
not complied with, prior to such retrenchment, the 
retrenchment is illegal and on that ground, the workman 
is entitled for reinstatement in service and all back wages. 
However, I find no force in the said contention, as because, 
according to the definition of retrenchment as provided 
under Section 2(oo) of the Act, “retrenchment” means the 
termination by the employer of the service of a workman 
for any reason what so ever, otherwise than as a 
punishment inflicted by way of disciplinary action. 
Admittedly, in this case, the termination of the service of 
the workman was passed as a punishment by way of 
disciplinary action. Hence, the discharge of the workman 
from services cannot be said to be retrenchment. 

16. In this case, the charges leveled against the 
workman are regarding taking of bribe from some persons 
for quick settlements of their claims and also for making 
payment to the Veterinary doctors for filling up the claim 
forms from the said doctors. Management has not 
examined any of the complainants or the persons from 
whom the workman was alleged to have taken the bribe. 
The Party No.l has also not produced the original 
documents of the enquiry proceedings including Exhibit 
12 and 16 as marked in the departmental proceedings, said 
to be the admission of the workman of his guilt. Though 
photo copies of the said documents have been filed, the 
same were also not proved as per law. 

So far the oral evidence adduced from the side of 
the Party No.l is concerned, the evidence of witness, 
Vishwas Gaikwad is in regard to gainful employment of 
the workman and not in regard to the charges leveled 
against the workman. The remaining evidence adduced 
on behalf of the Party No. 1 is that of Dr. N. V. Chavan. 
Though Dr. N. V. Chavan in his examination-in-Chief, 
which is on affidavit has reiterated the facts mentioned in 
the written statement, he has admitted in his cross- 
examination that neither he had the authority to appoint 
or terminate the workman and he had not submitted 
the charge sheet against the workman. He has further, 
admitted that the workman was not sub-ordinate to him 
and he was directed orally by the manager to enquire in 
to the matter and to submit his report and after enquiry he 
had submitted his report, but such report has not been 
filed in this case. 

In absence of the original documents and any 
supporting evidence, it cannot be held from the oral 
evidence of Dr. N.V. Chavan that Party No.l has been able 


to prove the charges against the workman. Admittedly, 
strict rules of Evidence Act are not applicable to a 
departmental proceeding or a proceeding before the 
Tribunal. However, it is also well settled that the charges 
leveled against the workman must be proved by fair play 
and natural justice. 

Applying the principles enunciated by the Hon ‘hie 
Apex Court in the judgment reported in (2009) 2 SSC 570 
(Supra) to the present case at hand, I find that Party No. 1 
has not been able to prove the charges leveled against the 
workman. 

In view of the failure of the Party No. 1 to prove the 
charges against the workman, I do not think it necessary 
to discuss the evidence of the workman. 

17. So far the question of the income of the 
workman and his employment is concerned, witness, 
Vishwas Gaikwad has stated that the workman has fanded 
properties and he has also invested large sum of money in 
different companies and he is earning about 4 to 5 lakhs 
per annum. However, no document has been filed by the 
Party No.l to show that the workman was gainfully 
employed and about his income. Hence, no reliance can 
be placed on the oral evidence of Shri Vishwas. 

18. The question that remains for consideration is 
as to what relief or relief the workman is entitled. As It 
is held that the Party No. 1 has failed to prove the charges 
against the workman, the order of discharge from services 
imposed by the Party No. 1 against the workman cannot 
be sustained and as such, the same is quashed and set 
aside, The workman is entitled for reinstatement in service 
with continuity and all consequential benefits including 
promotion as permissible. So far the back wages is 
concerned, taking into consideration all the facts and 
circumstances of the case, I think that interest of justice 
will be met. if the workman is granted 50% of the back 
wages. Hence, the workman is entitled to get 50% of the 
back wages. It is ordered : 

ORDER 

The action of the management of New India 
Assurance Company Ltd. Nagpur in terminating the 
services of Shri Subhashchandra Mohanlal Chandak, 
Junior Inspector w.e.f. 27-12-1982 is illegal and unjustified' 
The order of termination of the services of the workman 
dated 27-12-1982 is quashed and set aside. The workman 
is entitled for reinstatement in service with continuity and 
all consequential benefits including promotions as 
permissible. The workman is entitled to get 50% of the 
back wages from the date of termination of his services till 
his reinstatement. The New India Assurance Company 
Ltd, Nagpur is directed to give effect to the award within 
one month of the date of publication of the award in the 
official gazette. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th February, 2012 

S.O. 1165.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No.84/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. Bum Standard Co. Ltd., (salem) 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on24-02-2012. 


[No. L-2701 l/02/2007-IR(M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRTOUNAL-CUM -LABOUR 
COURT, CHENNAI 

Monday the 6th February, 2012 

PRESENT : A.N. JAN ARD AN AN, Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No.84/2007 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
between the Management of Bum Standard Co. Ltd. and 
their Workmen) 

BETWEEN 

The General Secretary : 1 st Party/Petitioner 

Salem Mavatta Magnesite 
Pattali Thozhis Sangam 
Arabic College Building, 

Vellakkalpatti Post 
Salem-636012 

Vs. 

The General Manager : 2nd Party/Respondent 

Bum Standard Co. Ltd. 

Post Bag No. 565 


Salem-636005 

APPEARANCE: 

For the 1st Party/ : M/s. G. Purushothaman, 

Petitioner Union Advocates 


For the 2nd Party/ : Sri M.R. Raghavan, 

Management Advocate 

AWARD 


The Central Government, Ministry of Labour and 
Employment vide its Order No. L-270! l/2/2007-IR(M) 
3-12-2007 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is: 

“Whether the management of Bum Standard Co. Ltd. 

is legal and justified in refuting the Salem Mavatta 

Pattali Thozhir Sangam in wage negotiations? 

Whether the demand of wage revision raised by 

Salem Mavatta Pattali Thozhi Sangam is legal and 

justified? If so, to what relief is the workmen entitled?” 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 84/2007 and issued notices to both 
sides. Initially Respondent appeared but thereafter kept 
himself absent eventually leading him to be called absent 
and set ex-parte. Petitioner though served with notice twice 
did not appear and was also set ex-parte. 

3. Though the Respondent was called upon to file a 
memo of objection that also was not complied with. 
Afterwards as per Award dated 29-2-2008 my learned 
predecessor held that in the absence of either party to 
prove their respective contentions no award can be passed. 
On challenge of the said order before the Hon’ble High 
Court of Madras by way of Writ Petition No. 15289/2010, in 
allowing the same the impugned award was set aside 
remanding the dispute back to this Tribunal for a fresh 
disposal on merits as per order dated 9-8-2010 from the 
Hon’ble High Court. 

4. On receipt of records and a copy of the order both 
parties entered appearance pursuant to notice and filed 
their Claim and Counter Statement as the case may be. 

5. Claim Statement averments bereft of unnecessary 
details are as follows: 


The claim espoused by the Petitioner Union is 
regarding revision of wages of the workers w.e.f. 
1-12-2006. The Union placed the revision of wage structure 
and other related demands of the workers by its Charter of 
Demands dated 21-11 -2006. The wage revision settlement 
till then in vogue entered between the Management snd 
the Unions on 16-7-2003 comes to an end on 30-11-2006 
and there was an immediate need to revise and arrive at a 
new settlement for which the Management was requested 
to consider each and every demand of the workers and to 
settle the same through discussions as early as possible. 
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A Memorandum of Settlement was arrived at under Section- 
18( \) of the ID Act regarding demand for bonus and annual 
production incentive and ex-gratia and recoverable advance 
for the accounting year 2005-2006 on 14-10-2006 with the 
Petitioner Union also as one of the signatories. The 
Management by its letter dated 2-7-2007 to the Regional 
Labour Commissioner (Chennai) reiterated that “As 
regards to sick units registered with BIFR, until BIFR 
approves revival plan such enterprises in which provisions 
have been made for additional expenditure on account of 
pay revision, no revision of pay would be allowed 4o the 
workers of such enterprises”. It was also requested to the 
Regional Labour Commissioner to defer the conciliation 
meeting scheduled to 4-7-2007 for one or other reasons 
which accordingly was posted to 30-7-2007. Management 
by letter dated 16-8-2007 again requested the Conciliation 
Officer to close the file and close all further proceedings 
without any legal basis.Conciliation was again posted on 
3-9-2007 on which day by a letter the Union explained the 
entire facts and requested oefore the conciliation for a 
settlement. But the Management having not come forward 
failure of conciliation was recorded and reported to the 
Ministry of Labour and Employment. Accordingly the 
reference is occasioned. The same happened to be closed 
by the Tribunal stating the Tribunal has no other go except 
to declare that no award can be passed in this dispute 
since both parties have not appeared to establish their 
respective contentions and remained ex-parte. The copy 
of the award not having been available and one had to be 
made known after a representation under the Right to 
Information Act and on being aggrieved by the award 
preferring a WP 15289/2010 before the Hon’ble High Court 
of Madras the matter was remanded back to this Tribunal. 
The Management has no legal and justifiable reasons to 
refute wage negotiation since in all the prior wage 
negotiations Petitioner Union had been a signatory and 
active participant to arrive at amicable settlement. The 
demand for wage revision is legal and justified since the 
earlier one dated 16-7-2003 expired on 30-11-2006. There 
was acute need for the revision for a further period of 4 
years from 1-12-2006 to 30-11-2010. Hence the demands 
are to be meted out. Hence the claim. 

6. Counter Statement allegations necessary for 
consideration, are as follows: 

The Management is a Government of India 
Undertaking under the Ministry of Heavy Industries It is 
a multi-product and multi-unit company having two other 
units at Howrah and Bumpur with Head Office at Kolkata. 
The administrative control has now been transferred to 
Ministry of Steel w.e.f, 15-9-2001 as per order dated 
15-9-2010 of Director. Department of Heavy Industries. 
The Management is a sick unit It has been referred to 
Board for Industrial and Financial Reconstruction (BIFR) 
during 1994 and is pending as Case No. 508/1994. The ID 
has to be appreciated in the said background. There are 
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about 321 workers in the Management represented by 
various Unions viz. (i) Magnesite National Labour Union 
(INTUC) (ii) Magnesite Workers’s Union (AITUC) (iii) 
Salem District Magnesite Labour Union (CITU) (iv) 
Magnesite Workers’s Progressive Union (DMK) (v) Salem 
District Magnesite Anna Thozhilalar Sangam (AIADMK) 
(vi) Bum Standard Company Ltd. SC/ST Employees Trade 
Union ((vii) Salem District SC & ST Magnesite Employees 
Trade Union. All the Unions are recognized and can take 
up various labour issues on behalf of the entire workmen. 
The above Unions having the support of almost 100% of 
the workforce joined together and submitted a common 
Charter of Demands for wage revision, which was taken on 
file of Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), Chennai 
and conciliation proceedings have been initiated. 
Accordingly joint meetings were held on various dates 
last of which was on 7-7-2010. Wiiiie so the dispute was 
raised which is under reference. The First Party Union 
does not have the representative character of the workmen. 
It is doubtful w hether any of the employee is a member of 
it. So the dispute is not maintainable and it is to be dismissed 
in-limini. It is not true that Petitioner Union was refuted by 
the Management in wage revisions, which have not 
commenced for want of approval by the Management. The 
approval has to be given by the Government. If an award is 
passed granting the relief to the Petitioner Union it may 
cause disturbance in industrial peace and harmony now 
prevalent in the Management consequently leading to loss 
of industrial production having a bearing upon the industrial 
harmony. It cannot be given effect to such an award since 
it will not have acceptance by the workers. Management is 
still under the reference of BIFR being a sick unit under the 
provisions of Sick Industrial Companies Act. The official 
memorandum dated ! 1-2-2004 of the Government of India 
stipulates as follows: 

Thus for Companies under BIFR reference wage 
revision can be referred only after preparation of the 
rehabilitation package which is to be finalized and 
approved by BIFR. Petitioner Union is also a party 
to the proceedings before BIFR which is to the 
awareness of the Union. The next hearing is posted 
to 1-2-2011. Finalization of the rehabilitation package 
still under process by Govemment'BIFR and hence 
no wage revision can be offered. Therefore claim for 
wage revision is illegal and unjustified. Dispute raised 
is not bonafide and is with ulterior motive of gaining 
popularity. Dispute raised is not valid in law and the 
same is to be dismissed. 

7. Points for consideration are : 

(i) Whether the refuting of wage negotiation of 
Salem Mavatta Pattaii Thozhi Sangam by the 
Management of Burn Standard Co. Ltd. is legal 
and justified? 

(ii) Whether the demand for wage revision is legal 
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and justified? 

Cili) To v/hat relief the Petitioner Union is entitled? 

8. The evidence consists of the testimony cf WW1 
and EX. W1 to EX.W15 on the petitioner’s side and the 
testimony of MWI and EX.M 1 to Ex. M 10 on the 
Respondent’s side. 

Points (i), (ii) and (iii) 

9 Heard Petitioner’s counsel and perused the 
pleadings, evidence, documents and written arguments on 
faehslf of the Respondent. Both sides advanced the 
arguments in terms of their case in their respective 
pleading;. Or. behalf of the Pefrioiivi Umrn ?. contention 
is canvassed th?t its locus-stand! to raise disputes on oehaif 
of its members is recognized by the Management and that 
the dispute is m a’"* am able though the stand of the 
Management is to the contra. In the evidence MWI has 
virtually admitted the locus-stendi of the Petitioner Union 
*o espouse the cause of the members of the Union, The 
Petitioner Un : oo seeks for a direction to the Responder*/ 
Management to call all the Unions representing the various 
sections of workers to decide the wage revision issue within 
a period of 3-6 months. Its case is that there ; s a dire need 
for wage r-evision for which ? new' settlement has to be 
arrived at through discussions as early as possible since 
the wage revision settlement now in vogue ended by 
30-11 -2006 and thereafter there has been no wage revision. 

10. The stand of the Management is that the 
Respondent institution is a sick unit now referred to BIFR 
and pending as Case No. 508/94. It has also a case that the 
Petitioner Union does not have the * epresentaiive character 
of the workmen and therefore the dispute has to be 
dismissec inlimim. It further denies refuting of wage 
negotiation of the Petitioner Union. Wage revisions have 
not commenced for want of approval from Government. If 
relief granted it may disrupt industrial harmony. An award 
if given will have no acceptance by the workers. Only after 
preparation of the rehabilitation package to be finalized by 
BIFR. v/age revision can be referred. Petitioner Union is a 
party to the proceedings before BIFR. Dispute raised is 
not oonafide but is with ulterior motive of gaining 
popularity. 

11. Reliance was placed by the Respondent to the 
decision of the Hon’ble High Court of Madras in 
MU RUG AN TRANSPORT VS. ITS WORKERS AND 
ANOTHER (1961-1 -LIJ-349) wherein it held “Allowing 
the writ petition, held that, in the absence of any evidence 
or proof to show that the general body of the Union 
authonzed its secretary or any of its other office bearers to 
make the demand on behalf of the eight dismissed 
employees on the management, the reference under S. 10 
of Industrial Disputes Act must be held to be invalid. In the 
circumstances of the instant case, it must be held that there 
was no evidence to show that there was an industrial 


dispute” and in MANAGEMENT OF SR! SHAKTI 
TEXTILES LTO, POLLACHI AND ANOTHER VS. THE 
PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, 
MADRAS-104 AND FIVE OTHERS in which High Court of 
Madras by common order dated 16.04.2008 in writ Petition 
Nos. 10 850 of 1997 and 1430 of 1999 held as follows “In 
the present case, the issue is entirely different and the 
representative capacity of the union is questioned. The 
second respondent union failed to prove the same. 
Therefore, it is not a fit case where a reference under 
Section-10(1) can be maintained by a Union which had not 
proved its representative capacity so as to continue to 
maintain the dispute”. 

12. The above rulings do not have application to the 
facts of the present case in as much as it is evident from the 
pleadings as weil as from the testimony of the Respondent 
witness that the Petitioner Union has been representing in 
aiiicd matters and therefore that question no longer remains 
an 2 -ve to grind to deny the representative character of the 
Petitioner Union in negotiations or discussions with the 
Management. Therefore if and when there has been any 
refuting of wage negotiation of the Petitioner Union by 
the Management the same ;s not legal and justified. 

13. The next question is whether the demand for v/age 
revision is legal and justified. The only embargo picjected 
by the Management against wage revision is that it is under 
the BIFR, the Management is a sick unit and in that 
background the dispute has to be appreciated appreciated. 
Seven other Unions submitted a common charter of 
dnnands for wage revision which while was at conciliation 
stage from time to time the pi e^ent dispute was raised. For 
wage revisions approval of the Government is not obtained. 
Again if an award is passed as per the demand of the 
Petitioner Union it will not finu acceptance by all the 
workers Further for the wage revision a rehabilitation 
package is to be prepared and finalized and got approved 
by BIFR in the proceedings before which also Petitioner 
Union is a party. The finalization of the rehabilitation 
package is under process by Govemment/BIFR. 

14. As could be culled out from the above facts and 
materials the demand for wage revision could be found to 
be only just and legal. The uncontroveiled fact is that 
there has not been any wage revision once the wage 
revision settlement ended by 30-11-2006 inoicating the dire 
need for a revision. Despite the fact that the Management 
is a sick unit and is under BIFR reference as Case No. 508/ 
1994 the process of preparation of the rehabilitation package 
which is to be finalized and approved by BIFR has already 
been commenced by Govemmen/BIFR as admitted. It also 
indicates that there has to be a wage revision but the 
question is when that process can be started. It has to be 
commenced and concluded in an accelerated momentum 
especially in view of the fact that there has not be.^.n a 
wage revision after the one ended by 30-11 -2006, which is 
against the vested right of the workers for periodical wag ? 
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revision under the Bipartite Settlements. If the absence of 
a rehabilitation package duly prepared by the Govemmen/ 
BIFR of which the process has already been commenced 
and is to be followed by finalization and approval, the said 
process or the series of processes have to be got seen to 
be complied with in a pattern of quick succession and in an 
accelerated momentum so that the question of wage revision 
or negotiation can be mooted with the Management to 
serve the purpose without the same being put off 
indefinitely to any remote time. When such a course is 
adopted, needless to say, it is for the Management to call 
for the participation of all the recognized/registered Unions 
who are entitled to participation including the Petitioner 
Union, whose locus-standi, though denied in the pleadings, 
but has been approved at the evidence stage in clear terms 
nullifying that it has no locus-standi. If in anticipation of 
the approval of the finalized rehabilitation package, now 
under process, a negotiation could be started in advance, 
so that by the time the package finds its approval for being 
implemented the Management may even now commence 
the process of wage revision calling all the concerned 
Unions since the wage revision has been a long pending 
phenomenon from the point of view of the workers as well 
as in law and facts. Therefore, I hold as follows: 

“Refuting of wage revision of the Petitioner Union 

by the Management, if true is not lega/and justified. 

The demand for wage revision is legal and justified. 

The petitioner union is entitled to the relief in terms 

thereof’. 

15. If by now the Respondent institution has got 
changed its name to any other name as has been made to 
appear before me the Management by that name shall be 
deemed to have been substituted for the present named 
Management in this ID which was pending in which the 
Management with the old name is the Respondent. 

16. The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day of the 6th Februaiy, 2012) 

A. N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

For the 1st Party/Petitioner Union : WW l.Sri MP. Sadasivam 
For the 2nd Party/Management : MW 1. Sri S. Sridharan 
Documents Marked: 

On the petitioner’s side 


Ex.No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex.Wl 

14-10-2006 

Memorandum of 18( 1) Settlement 

Ex.W2 

21-11-2006 

Charter of Demands by Petitioner’s 
Union 

Ex.W3 

28-07-2007 

Reply by Respondent addressed 
to Conciliation Officer 

Ex.W4 

31-07-2007 

Notice from Liquidation Officer 


Ex.W5 

16-08-2007 

Letter of Respondent addressed 
to Conciliation Officer 

Ex.W6 

01-09-2007 

Letter of Respondent to Petitioner 

Ex.W7 

03-09-2007 

Letter of Petitioner addressed to 
Conciliation Officer 

Ex.W8 

03-09-2007 

Minutes of Conciliation 
Proceedings 

Ex.W9 

03-09-2007 

Report on failure of conciliation’ 

Ex.W10 

03-12-2007 

Reference by Government of India 

EX.W11 

10-02-2010 

Letter of Government of India with 
award passed in ID No. 84/2007 

Ex.W12 

0406-2010 

Summary record of proceedings of 
BIFR 

EX.W13 

09-07-2010 

Affidavit and Petition in WP 
15289/2010 

Ex.W14 

03-08-2010 

Counter Affidavit in WP No. 
15289/2010 

Ex.W15 

09-08-2010 

Order passed in WP 15289/2010 

On the Management’s side 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex. MI 

1401-1999 

Office Memorandum 

Ex. M2 

11-02-2004 

Office Memorandum 

Ex. M3 

21-11-2004 

Communication from 1st Party to 
2nd Party 

Ex.M4 

28-06-2007 

Communication from 2nd Party to 
Regional Labour Commissioner 

Ex.M5 

1107-2007 

Government to 2nd Party 

Ex.M6 

1706-2010 

Notice of conciliation 

Ex.M7 

1706-2010 

Notice of conciliation 

Ex.M8 

03-12-2010 

Notice of conciliation 

Ex.M9 

03-12-2010 

Notice of conciliation 

EX.M10 

10-111-2010 

Communication from 2nd Party to 
1st Party. 
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New Delhi, the 27th February, 2012 

S.O. 1166. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. Nos. 34,35, 
36,37,38,39,40/2008) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur now as shown in 
the Annexure in the industrial dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of M/s. Satna 
Stone Lime Co. Ud (Kolkata) and their workmen, which 
was received by the Centra! Government or.24-02-2012. 

[No. L-29012/61,62,63,64,65,66&67/2007-IR(M)J 

JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAIXUM -LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

Presiding Officer: Shri Mohd Shakir Hasan 

Case No. CGIT/LC/R/34/08,35/08,36/08,37/08,38/ 
08, 39/08 & 40/08 

The Ram Saroj Kushwaha, 

General Secretary, 

AITUC Distt. Parishad, 

AITUC Office, Sidharth Nagar, 

Post Birla Vikas, 

Distt. Satna (MP) Workman/Union 

Versus 

The Managing Director, 

Satna Stone Lime Co. Ltd., 

6, Middle Road, Hasting, 

Kolkata Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 1st day of February 2012 

1. (a) The Government of India, Ministry' ofLabour 
vide its Notification No.L-29012(6l)/2007-IR(M) dated 
25-2-2008 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal:— 

“Whether the lock-out of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Madhya Pradesh w.e.f. 
17-8-2000 was legal or not?” . 

“Whether the action of Satna Stone & Lime Company 
Ltd., Siding, Satna MP in not paying wages w.e.f. 
1 -5-2000 to 17- 8-2000 to Shri Ramavli chamaar S/o 
Shri Parag Chamaar and bonus and retrenchment 
compensation for the period 1999 to 2001 is just and 
legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

(b) The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No.L-29012(62)/2007-IR(M) dated 
25-2-2008 has referred the following dispute for 


adjudication by this tribunal:— 

“Whether the lock-out of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Madhya Pradesh w.e.f. 
17-8-2000 was legal or not?” 

“Whether the action of Satna Stone & Lime Company 
Ltd., Siding, Satna MP in not paying wages w.e.f. 
1-5-2000 to 17- 8-2000 to Shri Kallu Kori, S/o 
Shri Matadin Kori and bonus and retrenchment 
compensation for the period 1999 to 2001 isjustand 
legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

(c) The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-29012(63V2007-IR(M) dated 25-2-2008 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal:— 

“Whether the lock-out of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Madhya Pradesh w.e.f. 
i 7-8-2000 was legal or not?” 

“Whether the action of Satna Stone & Lime Company 
Ltd.. Siding, Satna MP in not paying wages w.e.f. 
1-5-200 to 17-8-2000 10 Shri Chunka Chamaar, S/o 
Shri Baldev Chamaar and bonus and retrenchment 
compensation for the period 1999 to 2001 is just and 
legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

(d) The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No.L-290 I2(64)/2007-IR(M) dated 
25-2-2008 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal: - 

“Whether the lock-out of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Madhya Pradesh w.e.f. 
17-8-2000 was legal or not?” 

“Whether the action of Satna Stone & Lime Company 
Ltd., Siding, Satna MP in not paying wages w.e.f. 
1 -5-2000 to 17-8-2000 to Shri Chunavdav Chamaar, S/ 
o Shri Vandhdhari Chamaar and bonus and 
retrenchment compensation for the period 1999 to 
2001 is just and legal? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

(e) The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Not) fication No. L-29012(65)/2007-IR(M) dated 25-2-2008 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal:— 

“Whether the lock-out of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Madhya Pradesh w.e.f. 
17-8-2000 was legal or not?” 

“Whether the action of Satna Stone & Lime Company 
Ltd., Siding, Satna MP in not paying wages w.e.f. 
1-5-2000 to 17-8-2000 to Shri Kaushal Kori, S/o 
Shri Ramani Kori and bonus and retrenchment 
compensation for the period 1999 to 2001 isjustand 
legal? If not, to w hat relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 
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(f) The Government o.f India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its NotificationNo.L-29012(66)/2007-IR(M) dated25-2-2008 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal:— 

“Whether the lock-out of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Madhya Pradesh w.e.f. 

17-8-2000 was legal or ot?” 

“Whether the action of Satna Stone & Lime Company 
Ltd., Siding, Satna MP in not paying wages w.e.f. 
1-5-2000 to 17-8-2000 to Smt. KailsuaKolin W/oShri 
Hinchlal Kaul and bonus and retrenchment 
compensation for the period 1999 to 2001 is just and 
legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

(g) The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No.L-29012(67)/2007- \ R(M) dated 
25-2-2008 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal:— 

“Whether the lock-out of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Madhya Pradesh w.e.f. 

17-8-2000 was legal or not?” 

“Whether the action of Satna Stone & Lime Company 
Ltd., Siding, Satna MP in not paying wages w.e.f. 
1-5-2000 to 17-8-2000 to Shri Ramviswas Chamaar 
S/o Shri Ramdayal chamaar and bonus and 
retrenchment compensation for the period 1999 to 
2001 is just and legal? If nut, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to ?” 

2. All the seven reference cases are taken up together 
as all are on a common subject matter and similar point 
of issues. 

3. The Union/workmen in all the cases has not 
appeared inspite of registered notices issued to the Union. 
This shows that inspite of proper notice, the Union does 
not want to raise the dispute with the management and the 
Union has now no dispute. The management has also not 
appeared in the case. As such this is a case of no dispute. 
Accordingly the reference is passed. 

4. In the result, the no dispute award passed without 
any order to costs. 

5. Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment 
as per rules. 

MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN, Presiding Officer 
27TOT<t, 2012 
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New De’.hi, the 27th February, 2012 

S.O. 1167.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 194 7 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.26/2008) 
of the Central Government industrial tribunal/Labour Court. 
Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Indian Bank and their workmen, which 
received by the Central Government on 13-02-2012. 

[No. L-12012/202008-1R (B-Il)] 

SHEESH RAM, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM -LABOUR 
COURT, CHENNAI 

Monday the 8th February, 2012 

PRESENT : A. N. JANARDANAN 
Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 26/2008 

(in the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (1A of 1947), between 
the Management of Indian Bank and th rir Workman) 

Between 

Sri R. Thangarajan : 1 st Part ^Petitioner 

And 

The General Manager : 2nd Party Respondent 

Indian Bank 
4, Bharathi Road, 

AVR lower 
Cuddalore-607001 

Appearance: 

For the I st Party/ : Sri S. Vijayakuma r, 

Petitioner Advocate 

For the 2nd Party/ : M/s T. S. Gopalar & Co., 

Management Advocate 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry' of Labour vide its 
Order No. L-12012/20/2008-1 R(B-1 1) dated 15-5-2008 
referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication. The schedule mentioned in that order is:— 

“Whether the action of the management of Indian 
Bank in inflicting the punishment of Compulsory 
Retirement upon Sri R. Thangarajan is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to?“ 

2. After the receipt of the Industrial Dispute, this 
Tribunal has numbered it as ID 26/2008 and issued notices 
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to both sides. Both sides entered appearance through their 
Advocates and filed their Claim and Counter Statements 
as the case may be. 

3. The contentions raised in the Claim Statement 
briefly read as follows: 

Petitioner/Messenger of Senthiathope Branch under 
the Respondent Management stood charge sheeted on 
13 -8-2004 allegedly of having taken bribe. It was on a 
complaint by Sethuramanujam, the petitioner was alleged 
of having had affixed the seal “for Indian Bank Manager’ in 
a No Due Certificate forging Manager’s signature after 
taking money and that he had abetted it in Oct ober, 2001. 
The petitioner denied the allegations in his reply. 
Acceptance of bribe ofRs. 100 is false. Bank had paid Rs. 

100 as incidental expenses. The bribe has nowh ere been 
mentioned by the complainant. In the enquiry the 
complainant was not examined though was requested for 
by the Petitioner. Complainant was an overdue borrower. 
Due to non-examination of the complainant the complaint 
is baseless. Management failed to prove the charges. 
Petitioner was forced to furnish admission statement under 
threat of being thrown out of job at once if not admitted 
and further making him believe of closing the charge sheet 
in the event of admission. Petitioner is illiterate without 
good education. The enquiry is not proper. Enquiry Officer 
simply relied on the statement of bank official and 
petitioner’s admission statement. Complainant is merely 
described to have not turned up prejudicing the petitioner, 
Enquiry Officer refrained from giving any ruling until the 
complainant-witness was produced taking on record the 
letter. Strangely he concluded the charges to have been 
proved to the misfortune of the petitioner. Enquiry Officer 
ignored the fatality for the Management in net producing 
the witness. There is no concrete proof. The punishment is 
against natural justice. Punishment is disproportionate to 
the gravity of the offence. Appeal was rejected without 
valid reasons. Enquiry is nothing but eyewash and farce. 
An award may be passed invoking Section-11A of the ID 
Act with reinstatement of the petitioner into service with 
all benefits and costs. 

4. Counter Statement allegations briefly read as 

follows: 

One Sethuramanujam apparently wanted to avail a 
Special Loan at lower rate of interest in the name of S. Arui 
Selvi, his daughter who is also wife of Chandrasekhar from 
Vallalar Gramin Bank, Senthiathope Branch. Another loan 
in the name of Aral Selvi from the Respondent/Bank was 
outstanding in October 2001. hence no “No Due Certificate” 
would have been issued to her from the Respondent/Bank. 
Therefore giving a printed format he was asked to obtain 
“No Due Certificate” and other banks. On 13-10-2001 at 
about 0700 PM Sethuramanujam gave a printed format to 
he petitioner to get the No Due Certificate endorsement 
rrom the Sethiathope Branch of the Respondent/Bank and 


paid him Rs. 50. Sethuramanujam being aware of the 
possibility of not getting the certificate managed to get 
from primary agricultural bank from Veyyalur. On 15-10- 
2001 petitioner affixed the Respondent seal in the presence 
of his brother, Gopinathan. Petitioner un-authorizedly 
removed a debit voucher dated 4-10-2001 for Rs. 6,100 
issued to one M/s Srinivasa Agencies wherein signature 
of the Branch Manage Sri S. Ravindran and showing to 
his brother got the latU s signature to be affixed as that 
of Manage!, Sethiathopi. ranch while at the adjacent tea 
shop and returned the sa ie on 15-10-2001 to Sethu 
Ramanujam receiving a further sum of Rs. 50. The 
signature was informed to. the petitioner as not genuine 
from the Vallaiar Gramin Bank Branch on 19-10-2001. 
Branch Manager of Senthiathope Branch of Respondent/ 
Bank also made it clear that he has not signed the format. 
Petitioner while was in Mannadi Branch of Respondent/ 
Bank fabricated bogus statement of his salary to show 
that his salary' for December, 1989 was higher than actually 
what was drawn by him forging the signature of the 
Accountant, which he gave to one of his creditors. In 
disciplinary action he was warned. During investigation 
by Circle Office Manager he received complaint from 
Sethuramanujam and statement of petitioner admitting 
affixture of Bank Seal on the printed format given by 
Sethuramanujam and also of his brother to have been 
made to sign for the misdeeds. To the Show Cause Notice 
dated 23-2-2002 he did not give explanation. As per charge 
Sheet dated 18-8-2004 the enquiry was commenced and 
conducted from 20-7-2005. Investigating Officer and 
Branch Manager were examined and petitioner v/as 
examined on his side. Petitioner as well as admitting the 
misdeeds further gave a letter on 19-10-2001 stating that 
his brother signed as the Branch Manager and that 
because of threat from the Branch Manager to report to 
Police he admitted the misdeeds. By the enquiry report 
dated 12-5-2006 charges were held proved of whieh a 
copy was furnished to the petitioner for his comments 
and petitioner furnished his reply on 15-6-2006. On 18-9- 
2006 notice proposing punishments was issued and also 
to appear for personal hearing on 27-9-2006 but which 
was held on 6-10-2006. On 9-10-2006 punishment of 
Compulsory Retirement with superannuation benefits was 
imposed. Appeal filed by him was rejected. The 
punishment is justified. It is not disputed that petitioner had 
put the seal of the branch on the “No Due Certificate” and 
removed the debit voucher for perpetration of forgery. The 
arrival of his brother to the branch on 13-10-2001 is not 
disputed. The receipt of money is only for extraneous reason. 
Non-examination of Sethuramanujam is not prejudicial to 
the petitioner. Non-examination of Sethuramanujam would 
not advance his case. In any event there was no complaint. 

Jt is naive to content that Sethuramanujam was a complainant 
and he was not examined Petitioner has proved to be 
unworthy of confidence lor continued employment. The 
claim is to be rejected. 
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5. At the time of the enquiry the learned counsel for 
the petitioner argued that the enquiry held is not fair and 
proper and that the same has to be heard as a Preliminary 
Issue. The Respondent’s counsel conceded to that stand 
and hence the matter is taken with regard to Preliminary 
Issue viz. Whether the domestic enquiry held against the 
petitioner is fair and proper. 

6. Accordingly in answering the point with reference 
to the evidence adduced by way of testimony of WV/ 1 
and Ex. W 1 to Ex. W7 on the petitioner’s side and the 
testimony of MW 1 and Ex. M 1 to Ex.M20 on the 
respondent’s side by order dated 4-3-201! it was found as 
follows: 

“There is violation of principles of natural justice in 
denying an opportunity to the petitioner to cross-examine 
Sethu Ramanujam to test the veracity of the allegations 
against him and therefore f hold that the enquiry to that 
extent is not fair and is to be held vitiated. So found”. 

7. Afterwards Respondent examined MW2 and 
marked Ex. M 21. 

8. Points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the Compulsory Retirement of 
Sri R. Thangarajan is legal ar.d justified? 

(ii) If not to what relief the concerned workman 
is entitled? 

The evidence consists of the testimony of WW1 
and Ex.Wt to Ex.W7 on the petitioner’s side and the 
testimony of MW 1 and MW2 and Ex.M 1 to Ex.M 21 on the 
Respondent’s side. 

Points (i) & (ii) 

9. Heard both sides. Perused the records, documents 
and evidence. The learned counsel on either side argued 
emphatically in support of their respective contentions with 
reference to the supportive documents and rulings. The 
prominent arguments on behalf of the petitioner include 
that once the enquiry is set aside the entire evidence in the 
domestic enquiry' stands effaced. Thereafter only with the 
complainant examined, the material on record does not 
Include that part of records, documents or evidence 
pertaining to the domestic enquiry' so as to constitute the 
whole evidence forming fresh evidence constituted after 
the finding that the enquiry is vitiated. In other words the 
enquiry proceedings have to be ignored altogether. An 
enquiry held to be defective is no enquiry at all. There is no 
evidence to prove the charge of the petitioner having 
demanded bribe or for receipt of the same. Act of voluntarily 
giving Rs. 50 cannot be construed as an offence which 
was paid for bus expense as admitted. Concept of remand 
is alien to industrial jurisdiction. Section-11A of the IDAct 
was introduced by amendment with the object of seeing 
that there is complete adjudication. There is no partial 
vitiation of any enquiry. Section 11-A enables 
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re-appreciation of the entire evidence for which the 
evidence of the petitioner is not there before this Tribunal. 

In the domestic enquiry MW2 had not been examined. A 
decision is not to rest here on mere preponderance of 
probabilities. If at all there has been an act of over 
enthusiasm on the part of the petitioner, a sub-staff it would 
at best be an instance of negligence. He has rendered 29 
years of unblemished service. He is to be reinstated. There 
is no consent accorded by the petitioner to look into the 
evidence adduced in the enquiry which is declared as set 
aside, after which the Respondent has not adduced the 
whole evidence but only adduced evidence by examining 
the complainant Sethuramanujam. The evidence in the 
vitiated enquiry cannot be looked into. Bribery is to be 
proved to the hilt. Preponderance of probability does not 
mean inference of guilt on surmises and conjectures. The 
complainant, MW2 is also a culprit. Loss of confidence 
has to be pleaded and proved. 

10. The contra arguments on behalf of the 
Respondent are that though the bank is not affected the 
Society is affected with the misconduct of the workman in 
relation to the loan for milk animals which the petitioner 
misused. The purpose of the loan was for the betterment of 
the life of society men by augmenting income for which 
asset was intended to be created. Petitioner got the 
signature of the Indian Bank forged by removing the 
voucher signed by the Manager which felony the petitioner 
did admit as proved from Ex. M15 Investigation Report 
dated28.10.2001. By the order on the Preliminary issue as 
to the fairness of the enquiry the other evidence in the 
domestic enquiry is not disturbed by the Tribunal. The 
direction was to supplement the evidence by examining 
complainant Sethuramanujam and (ii) not to supplant the 
evidence. It is the petitioner who arranged the bank’s 
signature to be forged by Gopinath, his brother. Punishment 
of Compulsory Retirement with all benefits is less than 
proportionate to the gravity of the offence and the same is 
to be kept intact. Having regard to the nature of the 
transaction of bribeiy nobody demands bribe by any verbal 
expression. Why the petitioner figures over enthusiastic 
unless he is wrongfully benefitted? Enquiry to the extent 
that non-examination of complainant Sethuramanujam 
offends principles of natural justice and for that reason 
and to that extent alone enquiry is held vitiated and in all 
other respects the same holds good and the evidence 
adduced in the domestic enquiry coupled with the evidence 
let in by examining MW2, the complainant furnishes the 
whole of the evidence to be banked upon to determine the 
controversy. Once confidence is lost the workman cannot 
be reinstated. The petitioner is a sub-staff with the 
motivation to be corrupt. 

11. Reliance was placed on behalf of the petitioner to 
the following decisions in : 

— NEETA KAPL1SH VS. PRESIDING OFFICER, 
LA BOUR COURT AND A MOTHER (AIR-1999- 
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SCC-698) wherein the Apex Court held “The 
record pertaining to the domestic enquiry would 
not constitute “fresh evidence” as those 
proceedings have already been found by the 
Labour Court to be defective. Such record would 
also not constitute “material on record”, within 
the meaning of Section 11 - A as the enquiry 
proceedings, on being found to be bad, have to 
be ignored altogether”. 

UNION OF INDIA AND OTHERS VS. GYAN 
CHAND CHATTAR (2009-12-SCC-78) wherein 
Apex Court held “Therefore, the ‘charge of 
corruption must always be dealt with keeping in 
mind that it has both civil and criminal 
consequences. Such a serious charge of 
corruption requires to be proved to the hilt as it 
brings civil and criminal consequences upon the 
employee concerned. He would be liable to be 
prosecuted and would also be liable to suffer 
the severest penalty awardable in such cases”. 
MANAGEMENT OF THANJAVUR TEXTILES 
LTD. VS. PRESIDING OFFICER (CDJ-1987- 
MHC-1146) Hon’ble High Court of Madras held 
“When the enquiry is set aside by the Industrial 
Tribunal or the Labour Court as violating the 
principles of natural justice, then it cannot be 
contended that the statements of witnesses 
recorded during departmental enquiry should 
have been considered by the Industrial Tribunal, 
because when the whole enquiry is set aside, a 
part of the proceedings cannot be looked into 
by the Industrial tribunal, to show that the 
charges were established”. 

COMMISSIONER OF POLICE, DELHI AND 
OTHERS VS. JAIBHAGWAN (2011-6-SCC-376) 
the Apex Court held “Held, proof of demand 
and receiving illegal gratification cannot be 
drawn from returning of the amount-Further 
held, suspicion cannot take place of proof- 
Hence, respondent rightly reinstated by High 
Court but without back wages and with certain 
strictures against RespondenP . 

WORKMAN OF MIS FIRESTORE TYRE AND 
RUBBER CO. OF INDIA LTD. VS. THE 
MANAGEMENT AND OTHERS ETC. (1973-1- 
SCC-813) the Apex Court held “Having held 
that the right of the employer to adduce evidence 
continues even under the new section, it is 
needless to state that, when such evidence is 
adduced for the first time, it is the tribunal which 
has to be satisfied on such evidence about the 
guilt or otherwise of the workman concerned. 
The law as laid down by this Court that under 
such circumstances, the issue about the merits 
of impugned order of dismissal or discharge is 
at large before the Tribunal and that it has to 


decide for itself whether the misconduct alleged 
is proved, continues to have full effect. In such 
a case, as laid down by this Court, the exercise 
of managerial functions does not arise at air’. 

12. On behalf of the Respondent reliance was placed 
on the decision of the High Court of Madras dated 
6-10-1987 Writ Petition No. 471 of 82 wherein Justice 
Sathiadev (as he then was) held as follows” It is open to 
both sides to adduce further evidence as they may desire, 
and as far as Subramaniam is concerned, that part of the 
evidence recorded in chief will not form part of the records 
and he will have to be examined afresh”. 

13. On a careful consideration of the keen rival 
contentions on either side I am persuaded to hold that an 
enquiry can be set aside wholly or in part allowing the 
un-affected part remaining intact and referable together 
with the fresh evidence permitted to be adduced for 
undoing the deficiency. An enquiry set aside means no 
enquiry at all is applicable to an enquiry set aside in full 
and not to an enquiry which is not so set aside. The 
argument of the learned counsel for the petitioner that an 
enquiry cannot be set aside in part is not an acceptable 
proposition because the above referred decisions casually 
mention regarding setting aside of enquiry in part as well 
as in the whole which signifies that both the courses can 
be adopted. The decision relied on behalf of the Respondent 
also throws light to that fact. So much so I am of the 
considered view that the evidence in the domestic enquiry 
together with the fresh enquiry adduced on behalf of the 
Respondent by examining complainant MW2 is to be based 
for a finding as to whether or not die petitioner has been 
guilty of the misconduct charged against him and also as 
to whether the punishment imposed is disproportionate to 
the gravity of the offence which this Court at this stage 
can look into since the punishment imposed is one of 
termination of the petitioner from service by way of 
Compulsory Retirement but with no benefits actually 
enuring to him since the petitioner is not a pension optee 
though the compulsory retirement order is couched with 
the expression granting all benefits. 

14. Now the present attempt is how far the cumulative 
effect of the entire set of evidence could command to prove 
or otherwise the misconduct charged against the petitioner. 
Though there is admission of the misconduct by the 
petitioner it is seen retracted by him saying that it was at 
the instance of instigation from the Management of his 
being pardoned and that it was also under threat of Police 
complaint being laid against him. To substantiate the 
offence of bribery against the petitioner the evidence cannot 
be found to be cogent. Version of MW2 on the aspect is 
that Rs. 50 each was paid as bus expense. There is no proof 
of demand for or payment of bribe in specific terms. The 
instance is also sought to be projected as one of over 
enthusiasm manifested by the petitioner somehow to help 
the petitioner to get the loan sanctioned to him. That could 
be due to intimacy or for extraneous consideration. As to 
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whether petitioner himself was the party for the removal of 
the voucher containing the signature of the Branch 
Manager and thereafter to get the signature of the Manager 
forged by the brother of the petitioner viz. Gopinath and 
petitioner himself contrived the fraud is not proved. It is 
also worthy of consideration as to whether for a meagre 
sum of Rs. 100 @ Rs. 50 each in a couple of instances was 
the petitioner doing corruption accepting bribe in the 
sundry sums for seeing that a loan is advanced to the 
petitioner is the only circumstance to warrant a finding 
that the petitioner as been guilty of bribe through practicing 
fraud by way of forgery. The retraction of confession of 
the petitioner is apt to be accepted because it cannot be 
totally overruled that one may not act in such a situation if 
he has to face some adverse situations in order to avert 
painful and injurious consequences. Different people react 
differently in a given situation or situations. Therefore 
independent of the admission the guilt has to be proved. It 
is not proved that he himself was responsible for the 
removal of the voucher containing the signature of the 
Branch Manager and for forging the signature of the Branch 
Manager through another person viz. one Gopinath 
admittedly brother of the petitioner. Mere surmises and 
conjectures cannot be basis for preponderance of 
probabilities. It is also worthy to note that there is a long 
mental gap between “may be true” and “must be true’ in 
such a view of the matter there is no definite and clear 
proof against the petitioner to prove that he is guilty of the 
charges. This is a case of no evidence. Albeit there could 
be a needle of suspension pointed towards the petitioner. 
However suspicion cannot take the place of proof. 
Therefore the finding that he is guilty of misconduct is set 
aside and he is ordered to be reinstated into service 
forthwith. On such reinstatement, if and when made he 
would not be paid any back wages or arrears of wages for 
the period during which he was out of service but will be 
entitled to continuity of service and all attendant benefits. 
Moreover, he shall be kept under observation. 

15. Thus the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the PA, transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 8th February, 2012) 

A. N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : WW1. Sri R. Thangarajan 
For the 2nd Party/ : MW1. Sri V. Chandrasekaran 

Management MW2, Sri R. Sefhuramanujam 

Documents Marked: 

On the side of the Petitioner 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Fx.Wl 

18-8*2004 

Charge Memo 

Ex.W2 

15-5-2006 

Tetter enclosing enquiry report 

Hx.W3 

18-9-2006 

2nd Show Cause Notice 


EX.W4 

13-9-2006 

Representation of the petitioner 

Ex.W5 

9-10-2006 

Order of Punishment 

Ex.W6 

20-11-2006 

Appeal 

EX.W7 

27-12-2006 

Rejection of Appeal 

On the side of the Management 

Ex.No 

Date 

Description 

Ex.Ml 

20.03.2002 

Show Cause Notice issued to 
petitioner 

Ex.M2 

26.04.2002 

Petitioner letter to Respondent 
requesting time for his explanation 

Ex.M3 

16.05.2002 

Respondent’s reply to petitioner 
Allowing time upto 31.05 2002 

Ex.M4 

Ex.M5 

18.07.2002 

19.04.2005 

20.07.2005 

25.08.2005 

23.09.2005 

17.12.2005 

10.01.2006 

24.01.2006 

Respondent’s reminder to 
petitioner 

Enquiry Proceedings 

Ex.M6 

10.02.2006 

Presenting Officer's summing up 

Ex.M7 

25.02.2006 

Summing up of Defence 
Representative 

Ex.MB 

19.102001 

Letter from the Manager, 
Senthiathope Branch 

Ex.M9 

19.10.2001 

Letter Of R. Sethuramanujam, an 
Account Holder and loanee of 
Sethiathope Branch 

Ex.M10 

19.10.2001 

Letter from petitioner to Branch 
Manager, Senthiathope 

Ex.Mll 

19.10.2001 

Interrogation Report obtained 
from R. Sethuramanujam by 
Manager, Indian Bank, Circle 
Office, Cuddalore 

Ex.M12 

19.10.2001 

Interrogation Report obtained 
from R. R. Thangarajan 

(Petitioner) by Manager, Indian 
Bank, Circle Office. Cuddalore 

Ex.M13 

04.10.2001 

Party Debit Advice pertaining 
OCC Account of M/s Srinivasan 
Agencies for Rs. 6,100 

ExM14 

12.102001 

NOC of Vallalar Grama Bank. 
Sethiathope. in respect of Mrs. 
Arulselvi 

Ex. M 15 20.10.2001 

Investigation Report of Manager, 
Indian Bank, Circle Office, 
Cuddalore 

Ex.Ml 6 

. 23.10.2001 

HO Vallalar Grama Bank, 
Cuddalore letter addressed to 
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Indian Bank, Circle Officer, 
Cuddalore 


Ex.M17 

15.06.2006 

Petitioner’s letter to Disciplinary 
Authority- comments on Enquiry 
Officer’s findings 

Lx.M!8 


Reply of petitioner to the 
punishment proposed in Second 
Show Cause Notice 

Ex.M19 

20.03.1991 

Memo of charge issued against 
the petitioner by the Respondent 

Fx.M20 

10.06.1992 

Letter of Respondent imposing 
the punishment of “WARNING” 
to the Petitioner (for the charged 
leveled in Memo dated 20.03.1991) 

Ex.M21 

08.12.2005 

Letter written by the petitioner 
himself and sent to the Branch 


Manager/Enquiry Officer by 
Registered Post. 
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?fh7T TTR, 3*^qFI arftrarft 
New Delhi, the 27th February, 2012 
S.O. 1168. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 15/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Kolkata now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Punjab National bank and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-02-2012. 

[No. L-12011/127/2005-1R (B-II)] 
SHEESH RAM, Section Officer 

annexure 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL AT KOLKATA 
Reference No. 15 of 2006 

PARTIES : Employers in relation to the management of 
Punjab National Bank 
And 

Their workmen, 

Present : Mr. Justice Manik Mohan Sarkar Presiding 
Officer 

APPEARANCE: 

On behalf of the : Mr. P. C. Gochhayat, Manager of the 


Management Bank, 

On behalf of th : Mr. R. Chattopadhyay, Treasurer of the 
Workmen Bank Employees’ Federation (WB) with 

Mr. A. Mitra, Secretary of the Punjab 
National Bank Shramik Union. 

State : West Bengal. Industry : Banking 

Dated: 14th February, 2012 
AWARD 

By order No. L-12011/127/2005-1R (B-II) dated 
20-4-2006 the Government of India, Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of its powers under Section 10( 1) (d) and (2 A) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following 
dispute to this tribunal for adjudication : 

“Whether Mr. Chandrasekhar Mondal. Temporary 
Peon, worked at ‘Heritage’ Extension Counter of Park 
Circus Branch of Punjab National Bank has 
completed 240 days of work in a period 12 months? If 
so, whether his tennination w.e.f. 19-7-2004 amounted 
to retrenchment and violative of Section 25-F ot 
ID Act? Whether Mr. Mondal is entitled for 
reinstatement and regularization in the Bank as peon 
or not? If not, to what relief he is entitied?” 

2. When the case is called today, Mr. P.C. Gochhayat, 
authorized representative of the management Bank is 
present and has filed one affidavit-in-chief in respect of 
one Mr. P. K. Bera who is also personally present. None is 
present from the side of the workmen. 

3. It is found from the record that the authorized 
representative of the workmen union lastly appeared before 
this Tribunal on 16-12-2010 and there after 7 dates were 
given in the present reference and this is the 8th date. In 
the meantime, the management produced one fresh witness 
earlier as MW-0I, but as the management failed to comply 
with the specific direction in the present reference, the 
statement of the said witness was expunged from the record 
and today the management has come with a witness by 
filing an affidavit-in-chief. Through the endorsement in 
the affidavit-in chief it is found that Mr. Anupam Mitra, 
who is stated to be the Secretary of the workmen union in 
Reference record and also as one of the authorized 
representative of the union, received copy of the aftidavit- 
in-chief today and according to Mr. Gochhayat authorized 
representative of the management he was served with the 
said copy in the office of the management Bank before 
coming to this Tribunal. Even then, none has appeared till 
now when the clock gives time at 1.50 P.M. 

4. So, I have no other way, but to presume that the 

workmen union is not interested to proceed with the present 
matter, which is evident' from the past conduct ot the 
workmen union as well as on today and for that reason, I 
do not find any reason to pursue with this matter any more. 
So, let this reference be disposed of with a “No Dispute 
Award”. 

A “No Dispute Award” is passed accordingly. 

JUSTICE MANIK MOHAN SARKAR, Presiding Officer 
Dated, Kolkata, the 14th February, 2012. 
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New Delhi, the 27th February, 2012 

S.O.U69.-In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.CGIT/ 
^GP/184/2000) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court Nagpur as shown in the 
Annexure in the industrial dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Punjab National Bank and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-2-2012. 

[No. L-12012/301/1999-IR (B-II)] 
SHEESH RAM, Section Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P.CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAG PUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/184/2000 Date: 15-2-2012 

Party No. 1 : The Regional Manager, 

Punjab National Bank, PNB House, 
Kingsway, Nagpur. 

Versus 

Party No. 2 Shri H.K. Lahane, C/o. L. V. Dhawale, 

Dhangad Mohalla, West High Court Road, 
Deo Nagar, Po: Vivekanandnagar, 
Nagpur-440015. 

AWARD 

(Dated: 15th February, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of Punjab National Bank and their workman 
Shri H.K. Lahane, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-12012/ 
301/99-IR (B-II) dated 25-5-2000, with the following 
schedule:- 

“ Whether the action of the management of the 
Regional Manager, Punjab National Bank, Kingsway, 


Nagpur in dismissal from services to Shri Haridas 

Kishanji Lahane, Ex-clerk w.e.f. 11.11.96 is legal and 

justified ? If not, what relief the said workman is 

entitled and from what date ?” 

On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly, Shri Haridas Kishanj i Lahane, 
(“the workman” in short) filed his statement of claim and 
the management of the Punjab National Bank (“Party 
No. 1 ” in short) filed its written statement. 

The case of the workman as projected in the 
statement of claim is that while he was working in Kingsway 
branch, as a Clerk, taking advantage of his position and 
with the intension to have pecuniary gain, opened OD 
Account No. 4961 with the PNB, Kingsway branch and 
also Savings Bank Account No, 22019 in Bank ofBaroda, 
Sitabuldi branch and also opened Savings Bank Account 
No.7792, in the fictitious name of one R.P.Thakre with 
Allahabad Bank, Sakkardhara Square, Nagpur and knowing 
fully well that he did not have sufficient credit balance in 
his old account, he issued 5 cheques amounting to 
Rs.60,582 for credit of the said amount, in his Savings 
Bank Account No. 22019 and 7792 and he received the said 
cheques as representative of PNB and discharged the same, 
with the result of fraudulent credit of the amount in his 
account No. 22019 and 7792 and the said amount was 
subsequently withdrawn by him and on 8-3-89, the then 
Asstt. Manager of PNB bank, Shri Menon lodged a report 
with Sadar Police Station, Nagpur against him for 
commission of the alleged offences, under sections 467, 
468,471 and 420 of IPC and a Police case was registered 
against him and on submission of charge charge by the 
Police, the same was registered as criminal case No. 209A/ 
1989 and he faced his trial in the Court of JMFC, Court 
No. 6, Nagpur-and he was acquitted by the Court vide 
judgement dt. 23-12-93 and the state has challenged the 
judgement of acquittal before the Hon’ble High Court of 
judicature of Bombay, Nagpur Bench, Nagpur by filing 
criminal appeal No. 316/94 and the same is still subjudiced. 
The further case of the workman is that he had been put 
under suspension w.e.f. 2-3-89 and party no. 1 had issued 
a charge sheet dated 16-11-89 against him and after his 
acquittal in the criminal case, he was informed by the 
party no. 1 abour its decision to proceed with the 
departmental enquiry against him w.e.f. 24-10-94 and 
accordingly, the enquiry was conducted and three 
witnesses were examined on behalf of the bank and two 
witnesses were examined on his behalf and on completion 
of the enquiry, the Inquiry Officer submitted his report and 
his acquittal in the criminal case completely bars the 
initiation of the departmental enquiry, as the substance of 
the allegations on which the criminal proceeding was 
instituted and the allegations in the charge sheet leading 
to the departmental enquiry were the same and the evidence 
led in the criminal court and so also in the departmental 
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enquiry was also equally same in qualitatively and in 
substance and the order of dismissal is illegal and he should 
have been discharged, in view of the provisions of Shastri 
Award and Bipartite Settlements and the conclusion of the 
Inquiry Officer are perversed and the punishment is bad in 
law and is grossly disproportionate to the alleged 
misconduct. 

3. The party no. 1 in its written statement has pleaded 
that the acquittal of the workman was under the benefit of 
doubt and the enquiry was completed as per law and the 
same was kept pending on the request of the workman 
during the pendency of the trial of the criminal case and on 
completion of the criminal trial, the Disciplinary Authority 
decided to go ahead with the departmental enquiry and 
accordingly, the enquiry was completed and full 
opportunity had been given to the workman to defend 
himself in the departmental enquiry and the acquittal of the 
workman in the criminal trial did not bar to proceed with the 
departmental enquiry, in view of Para 19.3(c) of the Bipartite 
Settlement and considering the gravity of the misconduct, 
the management rightly decided to dismiss the workman 
from service and as such, the punishment cannot be said 
to be illegal and improper and the findings of the Inquiry 
Officer are not perversed and the workman admitted his 
guilt, vide his letter dt.27-2-89 and taking into consideration 
the admission of the workman, the Inquiry Officer held him 
guilty of the misconduct and as such, the findings are legal 
and proper and the workman misappropriated public money, 
knowingly and intentionally and therefore the punishment 
of dismissal cannot be said to be disproportionate and on 
12-12-94, during the course of the enquiry, the workman 
demanded certain documents and documents were supplied 
to him except the documents which were not available with 
the management or which were not relevant and a reply 
was also given to the workman by the management 
representative as per his reply dt 30-12-94 and no prejudiced 
was caused to die workman for non-supply of the said 
documents and as such, the workman is not entitled for 
any relief. 

4. As this is a case of dismissal of the workman from 
services, after holding a departmental enquiry, the validity 
of the departmental enquiry was taken as a preliminary 
issue for consideration and by order dated 25-5-2011, the 
enquiry was held to be proper, justified and by following 
the principles of natural justice. 

5. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that the punishment of 
dismissal from service is illegal as for the same self 
occurrence a criminal case was registered against the 
workman and he was acquitted in the criminal case, as per 
judgment dated 23-12-1993 of the J.M.F.C. Court No. 6, 
Nagpur and the appeal filed by the state against the acquittal 
of the workman is pending before the Hon'ble High Court 
and in view of such acquittal of the workman, the initiation 
of departmental proceedings are illegal. It was also 


submitted that there was delay in disposal of departmental 
proceeding and such delay has rendered the punitive order 
illegal, because it is well settled that unduly prolonged 
enquiry tantamount to violation of principles of natural 
justice and in this case, the proceedings suffer from serious 
jurisdictional error, as because, the charge sheet had been 
issued by the Chief Manager, Nagpur, whereas, the 
Regional Manager, Nagpur in his capacity of disciplinary 
authority has passed the order of punishment. It was also 
submitted that the findings of the enquiry officer are 
perverse and the punishment is bad in law and is grossly 
disproportionate to the alleged misconduct. The learned 
advocate for the workman also submitted about the 
insufficiency of evidence in the departmental proceeding 
to hold the workman guilty of the charges. 

6. Per contra, it was submitted by the learned 
advocate for the party no. 1 that the charges levelled against 
the workman were admitted by him as per his confessional 
letter dated 27-2-1989, Ext. P/2 and the charges proved 
against the workman are very serious in nature and the 
workman, being an employee of the bank and deahng with 
public money, himself misappropriated the money and as 
such, the punishment of dismissal from services cannot be 
said to be disproportionate and the Hon’ble Apex Court in 
various decisions laid down that the Tribunal have very 
limited scope in replacing the punishment awarded by the 
management and it is the domain of the employer to deede 
the punishment. 

In support of such contentions the learned advocate 
for the party no. 1 placed reliance on the decisions reported 
in 2010 I CLR 630 (Kulwantrai Goyal Vs. Disciplinary 
Authority Punjab and Sind Bank), 2006 II CLR .400 
(Maharashtra State Seeds Corpn. Ltd. Vs. Hari Das) and 
AIR 2000 3129 SC (Janatha Bazar Vs. Secretary, Sahakari 
Nokarana Sangh). 

7. Before delving into the merit of the matter, I think 
it proper to mention the settled principles regarding the 
power of a Tribunal in interfering with punishment awarded 
by the competent authority in departmental proceedings. 

In a number of decisions, the Hon’ble Apex Court 
have held that:— 

“The jurisdiction of the Tribunal to interfere with the 
disciplinary matters or punishment cannot be equated with 
an appellate jurisdiction. The Tribunal cannot interfere with 
the findings of the Inquiry officer or competent authority 
where they are not arbitrary or utterly perverse. The power 
to impose penalty on a delinquent officer is conferred on 
the competent authority either by an Act of legislature or 
rules made under the proviso to Art. 309 of the Constitution. 
If there has been an enquiry consistent with the' rules and 
in accordance with principles of natural justice what 
punishment would meet the ends of justice is a matter 
exclusively within the jurisdiction of the competent 
authority. If the penalty can lawfully be imposed and is 


imposed on the proved misconduct, the Tribunal has no 
power to substitute its own discretion for that of the 
authority. The adequacy of penalty unless it is malafide is 
certainly not a matter of the Tribunal to concern itself with. 
The Tribunal also cannot interfere with the penalty if the 
conclusion of the Inquiry officer or the competent authority 
is based on evidence even if some of it is found to be 
irrelevant or extraneous to the matter." 

8. So far the contention raised by the learned 
advocate for the workman that in view of the acquittal of 
the workman in the criminal case, the party no 1 was 
estopped from proceeding in the departmental proceeding 
is concerned, it is to be mentioned here that the said issue 
was already considered at the time of deciding the validity 
of departmental enquiry and it was held that such 
contention of having no force. 

Pet used the record including the documents of 
uk- departmental enquiry. This is not a case of no evidence 
against the workman. The enquiry officer has fc' vun his 
findings basing on the evidence on record of the 
departmental enquiry. He did not take into consideration 
any extraneous materials to arrive at the findings. Cogent 
reasons have been assigned by the enquiry officer in 
support of the findings. It is als? found that the workman 
had admitted about commission of misconduc t by him in 
his letter dated 28-2-1989. Hence, the findings of the enquiry 
officer cannot to be said to be perverse. 

10. So far the contention raised by the learned 
advocate for the workman that there was j urisdictional error 
in this case, as the charge sheet was issued by the Chief 
Manager, but the order of punishment was passed by the 
Regional Manager is concerned, the same is only to be 
mentioned and rejected, as on perusal of the dismissal order, 
it is found that the same was passed by the disciplinary 
authority-cum-Chief Manager and not by any Regional 
Manager. 

11. So far the delay in disposal of the departmental 
proceeding is concerned, it is found that there was no 
undue delay in disposal of the departmental proceedings 
against the workman and there is nothing on record to 
show that any prejudice was caused to the workman, due 
to delay in disposal of the departmental proceeding. 

12. So far the question of punishment is concerned; 
it is found that serious misconducts have been proved 
against the workman in a properly held departmental 
enquiry. In this instant case, the workman has been found 
to be guilty of misappropriating the bank's funds. There is 
nothing wrong in the bank losing confidence or faith in 
such an employee and awarding punishment of dismissal. 
The workman was holding a position of trust, where honesty 
and integrity were in built requirements of functioning and 
therefore, the matter required to be dealt with firmly and 
not leniently. Hence, the punishment of dismissal from 
services of the workman cannot be said to be shockingly 


disproportionate to the proved misconducts. Hence, it is 
ordered: 

ORDER 

The action of the management of the Regional 
Manager, Punjab National Bank, Kingsway, Nagpur in 
dismissal from services to Shri Haridas Kishanji Lahane, 
Ex-clerk w.e.f. 11 -11 -96 is legal and justified. The workman 
is not entitled to any relief. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
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NV vv Delhi, the 28th February, 2012 

S.O, 1170.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.3/2012) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Southern Railway, and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 28-2-2012. 

[No. L-41012/108/2007-IR (B-I)] 

RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM -LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 22nd February, 2012 

Present : A.N. J ANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 3/2012 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between 
the Management of Southern Railway and their Workman) 


BETWEEN 


Sri K.P. Thangaraj 

Petitioner/1st Party 

Vs. 


The General Manager : 

Southern Railway 
Chennai-600 003 

Respondent/2nd Party 
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cross-examine them. Petitioner was not allowed to furnish 
list of defence witness. Enquiry authority did not submit 
romA c nf thft enauirv or written brief of the Presenting 


Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner: Sri S.Bakthavatsalam, 

Authorised, Representative 

For the 2nd Party/Management: Ex-parte 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide its 
Order No. L-41 012/108/2007 -IR (B-I) dated 20-12-2011 
referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is: 

“Whether the action of the management of Southern 

Railway, Chennai in terminating the services of Sri K. 

P. Thangaraj w. e. f. 11 -9-1998 is legal and justified ? 

To what relief the workman is entitled ?” 

2. A for the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 3/2012 and issued notices to both 
sides. Petitioner entered appearance through Authorized 
Representative. Respondent though was duly served with 
notice did not appear in spite of several adjournments given, 
numbering to five. Eventually Respondent has been called 
absent and set ex-parte. 

3. Petitioner filed Claim Statement contending as 
follows: 

Petitioner belonging to ST community was recruited 
as Khalasi on 13-12-1983 in Carriage and Wagon Works, 
Perambur, Chennai. For his alleged absence during the 
period from 29-4-1996 to 10-5-1996 and 13-5-1996 to 

26- 9-1996, he was issued a Show Cause Memo by Assistant 
Works Manager instead of by the General Manager, the 
appointing authority. The periods were covered by Medical 
Certificates issued by an eminent doctor for his having 
undergone treatment. Petitioner was certified fit by the 
Railway Medical Authorities and he resumed duty on 

27- 9-1996. He being a resident beyond 2.5 kms. from the 
workshop premises could avail the medical facilities from a 
private doctor, which had not been adversely commented 
by the Railway Medical Authority. His period of sickness 
was regularized as leave in terms of Rule 52 !(2) of Railway 
Code. A belated and ex-parte enquiry was conducted 
against him by a lower authority as Enquiry Officer. 
Petitioner denied the allegations and requested to supply 
copy of preliminary statement of witnesses, if any and to 
arrange attendance of the Respondent witnesses before 3 
days of the enquiry which was not done. Copy of article of 
charge or statements of witness, order of appointing 
presenting officer as per Rule-10 of DAR Rules, 1960 were 
not furnished or permitted to be perused. The petitioner 
was not permitted to have a defence helper. Without a 
press notification for the appearance of the petitioner with 
undue haste adopted unfair labour practice under 5th 
Schedule of Rule-25(T) of the ID Act. The Enquiry Officer 
failed to examine prosecution witnesses nor allowed to 


Officer indicating that the enquiry is not fair and proper. 
Enquiry by lower authority, non-gazetted officer is contrary 
to Railway Board orders dated 26-3-1977. The enquiry was 
behind the back of the petitioner. The enquiry is vitiated in 
that absent periods, regularized as leave due earlier cannot 
be misconduct. No Presenting Officer was nominated for 
the enquiry. Investigating Officer was not a witness. 
Prosecuting witness were not examined at the initial stage. 
Findings are based on surmises and conjectures. There 
was no application of mind on the medical certificate 
submitted by the petitioner. Disciplinary Authority failed 
to forward the records of enquiry to the Appointing 
Authority, the General Manager as major penalty is not 
within the competency of the Carriage Workshop Manager. 
The action is wholly unjustified, unlawful and 
unsustainable and is to be set aside. The lower authority 
was usurping the powers of the General Manager. Appellate 
Authority did not apply its mind, who gave a cryptic reply. 
Respondent has not taken permission under the competent 
authority under Section-2 5 (N)/2 and 33/2/V of the ID Act. 
Petitioner is deemed to be in service from 11-9-1998, date of 
removal. He was not gainfully employed after removal. He 
is to be reinstated into service with all benefits including 
back wages. 

4. There is no counter statement filed since the 
Respondent is ex-parte. 

5. Points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the termination from service of Sri K.P. 

Thangaraj is legal and justified ? 

(ii) To what relief the concerned workman is entitled? 

6. Evidence consists of sworn testimony of the 
petitioner as WW1 in lieu of Chief Examination with no 
cross-examination. 

Points (i) & (ii) 

7. There is challenge against the termination of the 
petitioner, a Khalasi for his alleged absence during two 
intervals in the year 1996 in the wake of which he was 
allegedly terminated on 11-9-1998. The authority of the 
Assistant Manager as the Disciplinary Authority in the 
place of General Manager is assailed. His period of absence 
on the ground of being sick is sworn to have been 
regularized. The enquiry is called in question as being 
belated and ex-parte. The enquiry is also assailed as being 
not held fairly and properly. He alleges non-supply of 
statement of witnesses, copy of article of charge, 
appointing of presenting officer, etc., of not being allowed 
to have a defence helper, non-issue of press notification 
for his appearance and undue haste shown amount to unfair 
labour practice in the disciplinary action taken, allowing 
not to cross-examine witnesses, holding the enquiry behind 
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his back,vitiating of enquiry in which absent periods 
regularized as leave thus not amounting to misconduct, 
etc. Finding is' assailed as being based on surmises and 
conjectures. The major penalty of termination by an 
incompetent authority is also challenged. He seeks the 
unjustified, unlawful, unsustainable action to be set aside. 
It is also pointed out that he was not gainfully employed 
after removal. 

8. The above arguments on behalf of the petitioner 
do not stand controverted in the absence of the 
Respondent, which in spite of adjournments of the case 
for its appearance numbering to five did not chose to appear 
to defend or contest the claim of the petitioner. Therefore 
the option left to this Court is only to proceed ex-parte. 

9. There has been challenge against the enquiry as 
well as the finding and punishment imposed on the petitioner 
including the manner of the enquiry, other procedural 
aspects and the incompetency of the Disciplinary and 
Punishing Authority. The allegation of unauthorized 
absence during the year 1996 is for two spells. There is 
allegation of violation of principles of natural justice and 
statutory rules. In asmuch as the grounds urged by the 
petitioner by way of allegations against the holding of 
enquiry, the finding rendered and the punishment imposed 
do not stand chosen to be challenged by a cross- 
examination by the Respondent appearing for the purpose 
before this forum, though the evidence by way of affidavit 
in lieu of Chief-Examination bears a tendency of being only 
a self-serving document in favour of the petitioner, the 
same is only to be accepted as prima-facie sufficient 
evidence to primarily hold the case of the petitioner as 
being substantially established for a decision in his favour. 
A piece of evidence not with the attribute of being tested 
with the touchstone of cross-examination, though is not 
apt to own the quality of worthy evidence, the fact that 
despite notice to the Respondent, it was not opting to 
avail the opportunity of cross-examination, is enough to 
lead to the conclusion that the ex-parte evidence is not to 
be rendered in degree any quality short of that piece of 
evidence which stood well with the degree after having 
had a full-fledged cross-examination. The rules of evidence 
act and CPC are not strictly applicable to industrial 
adjudication. They are at best tools of guidance when there 
is challenge against the procedures. When after having 
given opportunity to the opposite side to take part in the 
proceeding in whatever manner, in which it deems 
appropriate for them to take part, yet when that opportunity 
having not been availed, such an opportunity is only to be 
regarded as being waived by the other side. So viewed, the 
evidence with ex-parte nature is only to be held as one with 
the required quality to uphold the contention. Ex-parte 
evidence is only to be maintained except in cases where it 
is inherently improbable or intrinsically infirm a version or 
versions that have been unfolded by way of such ex-parte 


evidence. Hence, it is only to be held that petitioner has 
succeeded in proving that his termination from service 
is illegal, unjustified and unsustainable. Therefore, his 
termination from service is set aside. He is ordered to be 
reinstated into service forthwith with continuity of 
service and all attendant benefits including 25% back 
wages. 

10. The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the PA, transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 2nd February, 2012) 

A N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner: WW1, Sri K..P. Thangaraj 
For the 2nd Party/Management: None 
Documents marked 
On the side of the Petitioner 
Ex. No Date Description 

Nil 

On the side of the Management 
Ex. No Date Description 

Nil 
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New Delhi, the 28th February, 2012 

S.O. 1171.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (i4 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 33/2012) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of State Bank of India, and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
28-2-2012. 

[No. L-12012/22/2008-IR (B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 


1 







[’*TPT II—3(ii>] 


j-qM 24,2012/^3 4, 1934 


2817 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BHUBANESWAR 

Present: 

Shri J. Srivastava, 

Presiding Officer, C.GI.T.-cum-Labour Court, 
Bhubaneshwar 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE No. 33/2008 
Date of Passing Award - 16th February, 2012 

Between: 

The Assistant General Manager, 

State Bank of India. Bhubaneshwar 

Main Branch, Bhubaneswar, 

Dist. Khurda (Orissa) 

.1st Party-Management 

AND 

Their workmen Sri Shiba Prasad Sethy, 

Qrs. No. VR-5/1, Kharvela Nagar, Unit-3 
Bhubaneswar. (Orissa) 

.2nd Party-Workman 

APPEARANCES:. 

Shri Alok Das, .For the 1 st Party- 

Authorized Representative Management 

None. .For the 2nd Party- 

Workman 

AWARD 

An industrial dispute existing between the 
employers in relation to the management of State Bank of 
India and their workmen has been referred to this Tribunal/ 
Court by the Government of India in the Ministry of Labour 
in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 vide their letter No. L-12012/ 
22/2008-IR(B-I), dated 2-6-2008 to the following effect :- 

Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of India, Main Branch, Bhubaneshwar in terminating the 
services of Sri Shiba Prasad Sethy w.e.f 30-9-2004, is fair 
legal and justified? To what relief is the workman 
concerned entitled ? 

The 2nd Party-Workman has filed his statement of 
claim alleging that he had joined his services as a 
Messenger on temporary/casual/daily wage basis from 
April, 1989 after succeeding in interview. He was assured 
to get permanent appointment order after one year or on 
completion of240 days’work in a calendar year, but despite 
completion of several years of continuous satisfactory 


service and putting in more than 240 days' work in each 
year he was not regularized, instead terminated and refused 
employment from 30-9-2004 by the 1 st Party-Management 
without any written communication or payment of 
compensation. The 1st Party-Management in refusing 
employment to him violated all principles of natural justice 
and mandatory provisions of Section 25-F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. He therefore brought the matter in to 
the notice of the C.G. M. and C.D.O. of the State Bank of 
India, L.H.O., Bhubaneshwar. But on hearing nothing, he 
raised an industrial dispute before the Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central) vide his letter dated 21-2-2005. 
Conciliation proceedings were started, but they failed and 
thereupon a failure report was submitted to the 
Government and the Government made the present 
reference. He is thus entitd to get full back wages and 
reinstatement with continuity of service with effect from 
30-9-2004. 

3. The 1st Party-Management in its reply through 
written statement has stated that the present dispute is 
misleading and misconceived in asmuch as the 2nd Party- 
workman had already raised a similar dispute along with 
124 other workers through the State Bank of India 
Temporary 4th Grade Employees Union before the 
Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central), Bhubaneshwar 
challenging their alleged termination of service by the 
1st Party-Management. In the said dispute the failure 
report was sent by the Asst. Labour Commissioner 
(Central), Bhubaneshwar to the Ministry of Labour who 
in turn referred the matter to this Tribunal for adjudication 
and the same is pending before this Tribunal being I.D. 
Case No. 7/2007. The name of the 2nd Party-workman is 
appearing at SI. No. 59 in Annexure-A to the said reference. 
Thus, raising a common dispute for same cause of action 
and again raising individual dispute for same relief is 
nothing but an abuse of the process of law and amounts 
to multiplicity of litigation. The Asst. Labour 
Commissioner (Central) while conciliating the individual 
disputes disregarded the direction of the Deputy Chief 
Labour Commissioner (Central) not to take any further 
action on the separate disputes raised by the same workers 
for the same cause of action. The allegation of the 2nd 
Party-workman that he was discontinued from service on 
30-9-2004 and was signing bogus vouchers is not correct. 
He was engaged intermittently on temporary/daily wage 
basis due to exigencies of work. It is denied that he had 
joined the Bank in April, 1989 and was performing the 
duty, which is regular and perennial in nature. It is further 
denied that he was performing his duties with all sincerity 
and honesty and to the best of satisfaction of the 
Authority. The 2nt Party-workman has never completed 
several years of continuous service in the Bank nor he 
has completed 240 days of continuous service in any 
calendar year preceding the date of his alleged termination. 
In order to give an opportunity for permanent absorption 
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to the ex-temporary employees/daily wagers in the Bank 
in view of the various settlements entered into between 
the All India State Bank of India Staff Federation and the 
Management of the State Bank of India all eligible persons 
were called for interview. The 2nd Party-workman was also 
called for an interview along with other eligible persons in 
the year 1993. As he was not found successful in the said 
interview he could not be absorbed in the Bank's service. 
The Union or the 2nd Party-workman has never challenged 
the implementation of the settlement which has now gained 
finality. It is further submitted that some of the wait-iisted 
candidates. Who could not absorbed inthe Bank’s service 
due to expiry of the panel on 31 st March, 1997 filed Writ 
Petitions before the Hon’ble High Court of Orissa. But the 
Hon’ble High Court of Orissa by a common order dated 
15-5-1998 passed in O.J.C. No. 2787/1997 dismissed a 
batch of Writ Petitions and upheld the action of the 
Management of the Bank. This order of the Hon’ble High 
Court was also up held by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of 
India in S.L.P. No. CC-3082/1999. Hence the above matter 
has attained finality and cannot be re-agitated. Since the 
services of Sri Sethi were terminated much prior to the 
year 1997 his claim has become stale by raising the dispute 
after lapse of a period of 10 years. It is a settled principle of 
iaw that delay destroys the right to remedy. Thus raising 
the present dispute after 10 years of alleged termination is 
liable to be rejected. 

4. On the pleadings of the parties following issues 
were framed :- 

ISSUES 

1. Whether the present reference of the individual 
workman during the pendency of the I.D. Case No. 
7/2007 before this Tribunal on the same issue is legal 
and justified ? 

2. Whether the workman has worked for mere than 
240 days as enumerated under Section 25-F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act ? 

3. Whether the action of the Management of State 
Bank of India, Main Branch, Bhubaneswar in 
terminating the services of Siba Prasad Sethy with 
effect from 30-9-2004 is legal and justified? 

4. To what relief is the workman concerned 
entitled ? 

5. The 2nd Party-workman despite giving sufficient 
opportunity did not produce any evidence either ora! or 
documentary in support of his claim and willingly kept 
himself out of the proceedings at the stage of evidence by 
absenting himself or his Union representative. 

6. The I st Party-Management has adduced the oral 
evidence of Shri Abhay Kumar Das as M.W.-l and filed 
do-■irner ts marked as Ext.-A to Ext.-J in refutation of the 
v Uini of the 2nd Partv-workman. 


FINDINGS 

ISSUE NO. 1 

7. A specific plea has been raised by the 1 st Party- 
Management that a group of 125 employees including the 
2nd Party-workman had already raised a similar dispute in 
I.D. Case No.7/2007 before this Tribunal for the same 
relief which is pending for adjudication. The dispute as 
referred to in I.D. Case No. 7/2007 is given below for 
comparison with the dispute in the present case - 

Whether the action of the Management of State 
Bank of India, Orissa Circle, Bhubaneswar in not 
considering the case of 125 workmen whose details 
are in Annexure-A for re-employment as per Section 
25(H) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is legal and 
justified ? If not, what relief the workmen are entitled 
to? 

8. The name of the 2nd Party-workman appears at 
SI. No, 59 in Annexure-A to the above reference. In both 
the cases the matter of disengagement or so called 
retrenchment is involved to be considered in one or the 
other way and the relief claimed is with regard to re¬ 
employment. But-challenge has been made more 
specifically against the termination of service of the 2nd 
party-workman in the present case while in I. D. Case No. 
7/2007 prayer has been made with regard to consideration 
of the cat e of 125 workmen for re-employment as per 
Section 25-H of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. In fact, 
in the latter case the workmen have submitted or virtually 
surrendered to their cessation of employment or alleged 
termination, whereas in the present case they have 
challenged their termination on facts and law. Virtually in 
the present case validity and legality of the alleged 
termination has to be tested at the alter of facts and legal 
propositions. Therefore it cannot be said that issues 
involved in both the cases are same. This case can proceed 
despite pendency of I.D. Case No. 7/2007 and the present 
reference by the individual workman pending for 
adjudication is maintainable being legal and justified. This 
issue is therefore decided in the affirmative and the 1st 
Party-Management. 

ISSUE NO. 2 

9. The onus to prove that the 2nd Party-workman 
has completed one year or 240 days of continuous service 
during a period of 12 calendar months preceding the date 
of his alleged termination or disengagement from service 
lies on him, but the 2nd Party-workman has not adduced 
any evidence either oral or documentary in support of his 
contention. He has only alleged in his statement of claim 
that he was appointed from ^nril, 1989 and worked till 
10-9-2004 on tempcrary/casual/daily wage basis, but he 
has not filed any certificate or reliable document showing 
the breek-up of year-wise service rendered by him under 
the 1st F ty-Management during the above period. The 
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1st Party-Management, on the other hand, has alleged 
that the 2nd Party-workman was engaged intermittently 
on temporary/daily wage basis due to exigencies of work 
and he had never completed 240 days continuous service 
in a calendar year. M.W. - I Shri Abhay Kumar Das in his 
statement before the Court has stated that “the disputant 
was working intermittently for few days in our branch on 

daily wage basis in exigencies.He had not completed 

240 uiys of continuous ana uninterrupted service 
preceding the alleged date of the temination”. He has 
denied the allegation that the workman was discontinued 
with effect from 30-9-2004, but stated that “In-fact the 
workman left the Branch from working since November, 

1989”. Thus he had not worked after 1989. The 2nd Party- 
workman has to disprove the evidence led by the 1 st Party- 
Management, but he has not come before the Court to 
give evidence. A temporary or daily wage worker has no 
right to claim reinstatement and particularly when such 
an employee had not worked for 240 days continuously 
during a period of 12 calendar months preceding the: date 
of his so-called termination. Thus he is not entitled to get 
benefit of Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947. This issue is hereby decided against 2nd Party- 
workman for failing to prove that he had worked for 240 
days continuously during a period of 12 calendar months 
preceding the date his engagement or alleged termination 
from service. 

ISSUE NO. 3 

10. Since the 2nd Party-workman could not prove 
that he had rendered 240 days continuous service under 
the 1 st Party-Management during a period of 52 calendar 
months preceding the date of his disengagement or alleged 
termination, he is not entitled for re-employment even in 
case of his alleged illegal and arbitrary termination. 
Moreover, he was a temporary/casual/daily wage 
employee. His services can be terminated st any time 
without assigning any cause by the 1st Party- 
Management. He has no legal right to be retained in service 
for the extended period, if he was appointed for a certain 
period or when no time is specified. The 2nd Party- 
workman has not filed any letter, of appointment or proof 
of having rendered service under the 1st 
Party-Management for a specified period against a 
regular post. The 3 st Party-Management has further 
alleged that in time of exigencies only the 2nd, 
Party-workman was employed. It means that with the 
end of exigencies his job also came to an end. In view of 
the matter the action of the management of State Bank of 
India, Main Branch, Bhubaneswar in terminating the 
service of Sri Shiba Prasad Sethy with effect from the 
alleged date of his termination is fair, legal and justified. 
This issue is accordingly decided in the affirmative and 
against the2nd Party-workman. 


ISSUE NO. 4 

11. In view of the findings recorded above under 
Issues no. 2 and 3 the 2nd Party-workman is not entitled 
to any relief whatsoever claimed. 

12. Reference is answered accordingly. 

JITENDRA SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer 

^fa?*ft,28^T*ff,2012 

W, 3R1172.—1947 (1947 
■SR* 14) Tjft ttTTT 17 3T3*TFT RTflfa TZZ 

^ ^ f'i<4^ e r>T <5*1 <*> c h4«hT(l ^ 

W54135/2008) 

^ 28-2-2012 

$3TT «1TI 

[R ^-12012/24/2008-^3^ (*ft-I)] 
T^T 1%, 

New Delhi, the 28th February, 2012 

S.O. 1172—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.35/2012) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of State Bank of India, and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 28-2-2012. 

[No. L-12012/24/2008-1R (B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BHUBANESWAR 

Present: 

Shri J. Srivastava, 

Presiding Officer, C.GI.T.-cum-Labour Court, 
Bhubaneswar. 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 35/2008 
Date of Passing Award -20th February, 2012 
Between: 

The Assistant General Manager, 

State Bank of India, Bhubaneswar 
Main Branch, Bhubaneswar, 

Dist. Khurda (Orissa) 

...1st Party-Management 

And 
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Their workmen Sri Gagan Bihari Pattanayak, 

Qrs. No. VR-5/1, Kharvela Nagar, Unit-3 
Bhubaneswar. (Orissa) 

... 2nd Party-Workman 

APPEARANCES:. 

ShriAlokDas, ... For the 1 st Party- 

Authorized Representative Management 

^ one - ... For the 2nd Party- 

Workman 

AWARD 

The Government of India in the Ministry of labour 
has referred the present dispute existing between the 
employers in relation to the management of State Bank of 
India Bhubaneswar and their workmen under clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act vide their letter No. L-12012/24/ 
2008 -IR(B-I), dated 2-6-2008 to this tribunal for adjudication 
to the following effect 

Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of India, in relation to their Main Branch, 
Bhubaneswar in terminating the services of Sri Gagan 
Bihari Pattanayak w.e.f. 30-9-2004, is fair legal and 
justified ? To what relief is the workman concerned 
entitled ? 

2 . The 2nd Party-Workman has titled his statement 
of claim alleging that he had joined his services as a 
Messenger on temporary/casual/daily wage basis in June, 

1990 after succeeding in interview. He was assured to get 
permanent appointment order after one year or on 
completion of240 days’work in a calendar year, but despite 
completion of several years of continuous satisfactory 
service and putting in more than 240 days’ work in each 
year he was not regularized, instead terminated and refused 
employment from 30-9-2004 oy the I st Party-Management 
without any written communication or payment of 
compensation. The 1st Party-Management in refusing 
employment to him violated all principles of natural justice 
and mandatory provisions of Section 25-F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. He therefore brought the matter in to 
the notice of the C.G. M. and C.D.O. of the State Bank of 
India, L.H.O., Bhubaneswar. But on hearing nothing, he 
raised an industrial dispute before the Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central) vide his letter dated 21-2-2005. 
Conciliation proceedings were started, but they failed and 
thereupon a failure report was submitted to the 
Government and the Government made the present 
reference. He is thus entitd to get full back wages and 
reinstatement with continuity of service with effect from 
30-9-2004. 

3. The 1st Party-Management in its reply through 
written statement has stated that the present dispute is 
misleading and misconceived in as much as the 2nd Party- 


workman had already raised a similar dispute along with 
124 other workers through the State Bank of India 
Temporary 4th Grade Employees Union before the 
Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central), Bhubaneswar 
challenging their alleged termination of service by the 
1 st Party-Management. In the said dispute the failure 
report was asent by the Assistant Labour Commissioner 
(Central), Bhubaneswar to the Ministry of Labour who in 
turn referred the matter to this Tribunal for adjudication 
and the same is pending before this Tribunal being I.D. 
Case No. 7/2007. The name of the 2nd Party-workman is 
appearing at SI. No. 24 in Annexure-A to the said reference. 
Thus, raising a common dispute for same cause of action 
and again raising individual dispute for same relief is 
nothing but an abuse of the process of law and amounts 
to multiplicity of litigation. The Asst. Labour 
Commissioner (Central) while conciliating the individual 
disputes disregarded the direction of the Deputy Chief 
Labour Commissioner (Central) not to take any further 
action on the separate disputes raised by the same workers 
for the same cause of action. The allegation of the 2nd 
Party-workman that he was discontinued from service on 
30-9-2004 and was signing bogus vouchers is not correct. 
He was engaged intermittently on temporary/daily wage 
basis due to exigencies of work, it is denied that he had 
joined the Bank in June, 1990 and was performing the duty, 
which is regular and perennial in nature. It is further denied 
that he was performing his duties with all sincerity' and 
honesty and to the best of satisfaction of the Authority. 
The 2nd Party-workman has never completed several vears 
of continuous service in the Bank nor he has completed 
240 days of continuous service in any calendar year 
preceding the date of his alleged termination. In order to 
give an opportunity for permanent absorption to the ex¬ 
temporary employees/daily wagers in the Bank in view of 
the various settlements entered into between the All India 
State Bank of India Staff Federation and the Management 
ol the State Bank of India all eligible persons were called 
for interview. The 2nd Party-workman was also called for 
an interview along with other eligible persons in the year 
1993. As he was not found successful in the said interview 
he could not be absorbed in the Bank’s service. The Union 
or the 2nd Party-workman has never challenged the 
implementation of the settlement which has now gained 
finality. It is further submitted that some of the wait-listed 
candidates, who could not absorbed in the Bank’s service 
due to expiry of the panel on 3 1 st March, 1997 filed Writ 
Petitions before theHon’ble High Court of Orissa. But the 
Hon ble High Court of Orissa by a common order dated 
15-5-1998 passed in O.J.C. No. 2787/1997 dismissed a batch 
of W'rit Petitions and upheld the action of the Management 
of the Bank. This order of the Hon’ble High Court was 
also up held by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in 
S.L.P. No. CC-3082/1999. Hence the above matter has 
attained finality and cannot be re-agitated. Since the 
services of Sri Pattnayak were terminated in June, 1992 his 
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ciaim has become stale by raising the dispute after lapse 
of a period of 13 years. It is a settled principle of law that 
delay destroys the right to remedy. Thus raising the present 
dispute after 13 years of alleged termination is liable to be 
^ejected, 

4. On the pleadings of the parties following issues 
were framed > 

ISSUES 

i Whether the present reference of the individual 
workman during the pendency of the l.D. Case No. 
7/2007 before this Tribunal on the same issue is legal 
and justified ? 

2. Whether the workman has worked for more than 
240 days as enumerated under Section 25-F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act ? 

3. Whether the action of the Management of State 
Bank of India, Main Branch, Bhubaneswar in 
terminating ihe services of Shri Gagan Pattanayak 
with effect from 30-9-2004 is legal and justified ? 

4. To what relief ;s the workman concerned entitled ? 

5. The 2nd Party-workman despite giving sufficient 
opportunity did not produce any evidence either oral or 
documentary in support of his claim and willingly kept 
himself out of the proceedings at the stage of evidence by 
absenting himself or his Union representative. 

6 . The 1 st Party-Management has adduced the oral 
evidance of Shri Abhay Kumar Das as M.W.-I and filed 
documents marked as Ext.-A to Ext.-J in refutation of the 
claim of the 2nd Party-workman. 

FINDINGS 

ISSUE NO. 1 

7. A specific plea has been raised by the 1 st Party- 
Management that a group of 125 employees including the 
2nd Party-workman had already raised a similar dispute in 
l.D. Case No.7/2007 before this Tribunal for the same 
relief which is pending for adjudication. The dispute as 
tefened to in l.D. Case No. 7/2007 is given below for 
comparison with the dispute in the present case - 

Whether the action of the Management of State 
Bank of India, Orissa Circle, Bhubaneswar in not 
considering the case of 125 workmen whose details are in 
Annexure-A for re-employment as per Section 25(H) of 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is legal and justified ? If not, 
what relief the workmen are entitled to ? 

8 . The name of the 2nd Party-w'orkman appears at 
Si. No. 24 in Annexure-A io the above reference. In both 
the cases the matter of disengagement or so called 
retrenchment is involved to be considered in one or the 
other way and the relief claimed is with regard to re¬ 
employment. But-challenge has been made more 


specifically against the termination of service of the 2nd 
party-workman in the present case while in I. D. Case No. 
7/2007 prayer has been made with regard to consideration 
of the case of 125 workmen for re-employment as per 
Section 25-H of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. In fact, 
in the latter case the workmen have submitted or virtually 
surrendered to their cessation of employment or alleged 
termination, whereas in the present case they have 
challenged their termination on facts and law.Virtually in 
the present case validity and legality of the alleged 
termination has to be tested at the alter of facts and legal 
propositions. Therefore it cannot be said that issues 
involved in both the cases are same. This case can proceed 
despite pendency of I D. Case No. 7/2007 and the present 
reference by the individual workman pending for 
adjudication is maintainable being legal and justified. This 
issue is therefore decided in the affirmative and the 1st 
Party-Management. 

ISSUE NO. 2 

9. The onus to prove that the 2nd Party-w'orkman 
has completed one year or 240 days of continuous service 
during a period of 12 calendar months preceding the date 
of his alleged termination or disengagement from service 
lies on him, but the 2nd Party-workman has noc adduced 
any evidence either ora! or documentary in support of his 
contention. He has only alleged in his statement of claim 
that he was appointed from June, 1990 and worked till 
30-9-.2004 on temporary/casual/daily wage basis, but he 
has not filed any certificate ^*r reliable document showing 
the break-up of year-wise service rendered by him under 
the 1st Party-Management during the above period. The 
1st Parry-Management, on the other hand, has alleged 
that the 2nd Party-workman was engaged intermittently 
on temporary/daily wage basis due to exigencies of work 
and he had never completed 240 days continuous service 
in a calendar year. M.W. -1 Shri Abhay Kumar Das in his 
statement before the Court has stated that “the disputant 
was working intermittently for few days in our branch on 

daily wage basis in exigencies.He had not completed 

240 days of continuous and uninterrupted service 
preceding the alleged date of the temination’’. He has 
denied the allegation that the workman was discontinued 
with effect from 30-9-2004, but stated that “In-fact the 
workman left the Branch from working since March; 1991”. 
Thus he had not worked after 1991. Die 2nd Party-workman 
has to disprove the evidence led by the 1st Party- 
Management, but he has not come before the Court to 
give evidence. A temporary or daily wage worker has no 
right to claim reinstatement and particularly when such 
an employee had not worked for 240 days continuously 
during a period of 12 calendar months preceding the date 
of his so-called termination. Thus he is not entitled to get 
benefit of Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947. This issue is hereby decided against 2nd Party- 
workman for failing to prove that he had worked for 240 
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days continuously during a period of 12 calendar months 
preceding the date his engagement or alleged termination 
from service 

ISSUE No. y 

10, Since the 2nd Party-workman could not prove 
that he had rendered 240 days continuous service under 
the 1 st Party-Management during a period of 12 calendar 
months preceding the date of his disengagement or alleged 
termination, he is nr l entitled for re-empioyment even in 
case of his alleged illegal and arbitrary termination. 
Moreover, he was a temporaty/casual/daily wage 
employee. His services can be terminated at any rime 
without assigning any cause by the 1st Party- 
Management. He has no legal right to be retained in service 
for the extended period, if he was appointed for a certain 
period or when no time is specified. The 2nd Party- 
workman has not filed any letter of appointment or proof 
of having render'd service under the 1st 
Hany-Maitagerrie.it fora specified period against o regular 
post. Tfie 1st Par f y-Manag>:m *m has further aliened that 
in tunc of exigencies only the 2nd Party-workman was 
employed. It means that with the end of exigencies his job 
also came to an end. in view of the matter the action of the* 
management of State Bank of India, Main Branch, 
Bhubaneswar in terminating th< service of Sri Gagari 
Bihari Pattanayak with effect from the alleged date of his 
termination is fair, legal and justified. This issue is 
accordingly decided in the affirmative and against the 2nd 
Party-workman. 

ISSUE No. 4 

11 . In view of the findings recorded above under 
Issues No. 2 and 3 the 2nd Party-workman is not entitled 
to any relief whatsoever claimed. 

12. Reference is answered accordingly. 

JJTENDRA SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer 

M fareft, 28 2012 

^T.3*T.1173.—aftatfW sifafWT, 1947 (1947 

*FT 14) 17 ^ ■>=(, mm ^ 

fa. ^ ^ ’3^ 

qnMf fr' frraltaiPi* P' 

(wf W3BT 5/2004) ^1 

y^ i fv i d ^ mm ^ 28-2-2012 ^ m 

«Ul 

[U P^-l20l2/305/2003-3^3TK (^-1)] 
T^TT 17TF, 

New Delhi, the 28th February, 2012 

S.O.1173.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 5/2004) 


of the Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Pune 
(Maharashtra) as shown inlheAnnexure in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of The Cosmos Co-op. Bank Ltd., and their 
workman, received by the Central Government on 
28-2-2012. 

™o. L-12012/305/2003-IR(B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNLXURE 

IN THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL AT PUNE 

Reference (I. T.) No. 5/2004 

The Chairman.Managing Director, 

T he Cosmos Coop. Bank Limited, 

269/270, Shani war Peth, 

Pune - 41! 030 - First Party 

V/s. 

Sh;i Pramod D. Butkar, 

721. Shukrawar Peih, Satbh.-u Wada, 

Pune -411 002 - Second Party 

CO RAM: M.G. Choudhary, Presiding Officer, 

Appearances Shri.’. B. Shaligram, Adv. for First Party. 

Sliri Tapasvi, Adv. for Second Party 
ORAL AWARD 
(Date:-17-2-2012) 

The Central Government through Ministry of Labour 
in exercise of powers conferred u/s. 10 (l)(d) read with Sec. 
2(A) of the Industrial Disputes Act referred the industrial 
dispute between the above named parties mentioned in 
the schedule to the Reference Order dt. 20-2-2004 which 
reads as under, 

“Whether the action of the management of the 
Cosmos Cooperative Bank Limited, (Multi state 
Schedule Bank) in dismissing Shri Pramod Butkar 
from the services of the Bank w.e.f. 22-4-2003 on the 
alleged charges of misconduct vide charge sheet 
dated 5-7-2002 is legal and justified ? If not, to what 
relief the concerned person is entitled to ?” 

2. In response to the notice issued the Second Party 
workman appeared and filed his Statement of Claim in which 
it is inter alia contended that he was in the employment of 
the First Party working as a Clerk and the First Party gave 
him charge sheet alleging false charges and thereafter illegal 
enquiry was held. According to the Second party, the 
enquiry' officer drawn perverse findings and on that basis 
the First Party' dismissed him from service by Order dt. 
22-4-2003. Thus, to challenge the dismissal, legality and 
propriety of the order passed by the First Party under the 
provisions of Standing Order, the Second Party workman 
invoke the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act by raising 
an industrial dispute as referred above. 


i 


i f U 
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3. The First Party in the written statement at Exh. 
C- 12 denied the claim of the Second Party workman by 
inter alia contending that The Cosmos Cooperative Bank 
Limited is registered under the Multi State Cooperative 
Societies Act, having branches in number of states in 
India. As per the recent ratio laid down by the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court of India in the case of BHARAT 
COOPERATIVE BANK (MUMBAI) LIMITED V/S. 
COOPERATIVE BANK EMPLOYEES UNION reported in 
2007(3) Bom. C.R. PAGE-673 in which it is held that, 
“Cooperative Bank more than one state the provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act are applicable however the State 
Government is appropriate Government under the 
provisions of Industrial Disputes Act and not the Central 
Government”. Thus, according to the First Party the 
present Reference referred by the Commissioner of Labour, 
Central Government is not tenable and maintainable. 
According to the First Party, die present Reference itself is 
bad in law. The First Party has denied that action against 
the Second Party is illegal and wrongful as alleged. 

4. The First Party vide application Exh. C-25 
contended that in the light of ratio laid down by the Hon'hl? 
Bombay High Court in Writ Petition No. 171/2008 on 
21-3-2011, this Reference is not tenable and maintainable 
and requested to dispose of the Reference. 

5. The Second Party in his written say objected the 
application on the grounds that according to the Second 
Party the said objection was not rnised during the 
conciliation and the court has framed the issues and the 
First Party is prolonging the matter. 

6 . The following issues arise for my determination, 

1 Whether the present Reference is maintainable 
on the point of jurisdiction of this Tribunal ? 

2. What Award ? 

7. My findings to above issues for the reasons 
recorded below are as under - 

1. No 

2. Reference stands rejected as not maintainable. 

REASONS 

8 . 1 have heard the argument of Advocate for both 
the parties at length and both of them have submitted their 
case as per material on record. In addition to that Advocate 
for First Party in support of his argument relied on the 
Judgment of Hon'ble Bombay High Court in Writ Petition 
No. 171 /2G08. uncertified copy of Judgment dt 11 -3-2008 is 
produced on record between THE COSMOS 
COOPERATIVE BANK LIMITED. V/S. THE GENERAL 
FEDERATION MAHARSHTRA STATE BANK 
EMPLOYEES FEDERATION in which Hon'ble Bombay 
High Court has observed as under. 


“In so far as the question as to whether the 
appropriate Government in relation to the Co¬ 
operative Banks carrying on business in more than 
one state, is the Central Government or the State 
Government, that is no more res integra. The Apex 
Court in the case of Bharat Bank's case (supra) has 
analysed the relevant provisions of the concerned 
enactment to conclude that the appropriate 
Government in relation to a Multi State Cooperative 
Bank carrying on business in more than one State, 
would be the concerned State Government.” 

9. Admittedly, the present Reference is referred by 
the Centra! Government and relying on the ratio laid down 
in the aforesaid case law, I hold that appropriate Government 
in relation to the First Party is the State Government and 
not the Central Government as such, present Reference is 
not maintainable and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to 
entertain the same, hence, I answer the above issue 
accordingly. 

10. In view of my findings on above Issue, I pass 
the following Award. 

AWARD 

1. Reference (I T.) No. 5/2004 stands rejected as not 
maintainable. 

2. No order as to costs. 

3. Copies of this Award be sent to the appropriate 
Government for necessary action. 

M.G CHOUDHARY, Presiding Officer 

29 'MtuI, 2012 

w. 3 ?r,ii 74 .—afonlfw fwt arfVfrqxf, 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ t?KT 17 ^ 7R35R Tr^T. 

^ ^ fnqWi' afo ?r cfc; i <T ^ 

srjsfa afortf^ aMta 

187/2001 

^ TRTfTT ^ 29-2-2012 ^ 3JTRT 7T3TT «tt) 

[7* RcT-22012/124/1998-aTtf 3TR (Tft-IIJ 

Tt.tTRTTR. sftfrora TP?, 

New Delhi, the 29th February, 2012 

S.O. 1174.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 187/2001) 
of the Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Bhubaneshwar as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of MCL and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
29-02-2012. 

[No. L-22012/124/1998-IR (C-II)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 


Present: 

Shri J. Srivastaya, 

Presiding Officer, C.GJ.T.-cum-Labour Court, 
Bhubaneswar. 

Tr. INDUSTRIAL DIS UTE CASE NO. 187/2001 
Date of as Passing: Award -17th February- 2012 


Between; 

1. The Chief General Manager, 

Kalinga Area of MCL, Po. Balanda, 

Dist. Angul. 

2. The Chief General Manager, 
JagannathAreaofMCL, P.O. Balanda, 

Dist. Angul. 

1st Party-- Managements. 


(And) 


The General Secretary, Orissa Collieries 
Mazdoor Sangh, Po. Balanda, Dist. Angul. 


Appearances: 

M/s. N.K. Mishra& 
Associates, Advocate. 

M/s. Sanjay Mishra & 
Associates, Advocate. 


2nd Party-Union. 

For the 1st Party 
Managements. 

For the 2nd Party 
Union.: 


AWARD 


The Government of India in the Ministry of Labour 
has teferred an industrial dispute existing between the 
employers in relation to the management of Chief General 
Manager, MCL and their workmen in exercise of the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 
2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
vide their letter No. L-22012/124/98-IR (CM-II), dated 
31.08.1998. 

2. The dispute as referred to is quoted below: 

Whether the demand of the Union for 
regularization of contract labour engaged in 
permanent and perennial nature of work (as per 
list) is justified? If so, what relief the workmen, 
concerned are entitled to? 

3. The 2nd Party—Union in its statement of claim 
has stated that the contract labourers in respect of whom 
this dispute has been espoused by the Union are 190 in 
number whose names and addresses, existing placements, 
periods of employment and brief nature of jobs are shortly 
indicated in the list attached to the order of reference. 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


These contract labourers are employed by the officers of 
the M.C.L, but by a designed process, their names were 
lent, without fixity,! to some so-called contractors who are 
all fleeting and dubious intermediaries. Yet, these labourers 
are engaged continuously for years, some of them for more 
than a decade past, all discharging permanent and 
perennial nature of work. The different nature of jobs in 
which these contract labdurers are engaged constitute an 
integral part of the industry and are permanent and 
perennial being indispensible operations of the Mining 
Establishments of MCL. The labour supply contractors 
are infact no contractors in reality, but are mere name- 
lenders and paper products to conceal reality. They just 
come and go as MCL idesires and always without the 
knowledge of these labourers. The induction of these 
contractors are mere paper arrangements, rather 
manipulations to defraud law and justice. On dispersal or 
change of the contractors, the services of these contract 
labourers never come to an end either by discharge or by 
retrenchment and it is merely a take over of names of these 
labourers by succeeding contractors inducted by the 
employer i.e. MCL. The contractor has no physical 
appearance on work much less any control. From entry 
time to exit time of these so called contract labourers MCL 
exercises total authority on them. Their placement in work, 
provision of tools and implements for work, supply of 
safety devices and equipments, imparting them with safety 
training wherever required and the like are all the direct 
doings of MCL Officers and supervisors. Their names in 
most cases are borne in the statutory registers. They are 
paid their paltry wages inside the employer’s premises by 
somebody at different times not known to them, but said 
to be the contractor who never recruited/employed them 
and exercised any sort of control and supervision on the 
work of these contractor workers and is seen once in a 
month at the time of such payment. This is all done with 
sinister designs for exploitation and arpounts to a serious 
unfair labour practice. The Management of MCL has been 
paying wages even at rates less than the minimum wage 
rates notified by the Government of India despite doing 
the same and similar,nature of work and has been 
discriminately treating them in matters of leave, holidays, 
safety equipments, over time wages, bonus medical 
facilities etc. These labourers are engaged in the 
production process, maintenance activities and all other 
incidental operations which form essential part of the total 
industrial activities. Having all the necessary qualifications 
and fitness as required of the regular departmental workers 
their whole time employment is extremely justified and there 
can be no justification to undernine them as contract 
labourers by mere inter-position of vague or name shake 
intermediaries styling those as contractors. Infact on 
completion of 240 days of continuous work each of the 
disputant workmen ought to have been made regular. But 
the Management of MCL has been showing them as 
contract labour. Therefore prayer has been made to 
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regularize them from the date, each of the disputant 
workmen completed one year of continuous seririce with, 
gtrant of differentia! wage benefits in terms of money and 
fixation of their interse seniority. 

4. The 1st Party* Management have filed their joint 
written statement and stated that the terms of reference is 

ague and illegal, The lis relating to permanent and 
perennial nature of work is beyond the scope and purview' 
of the Industrial Disputes Act. The claim of regulatization 
of contract labourer is untenable as the claim is not against 
any sanctioned/permanent vacancy. Mere work for some 
days under a contract does not entitle a contract labourer 
for regularization. The order of reference is not 
maintainable both on facts and law. The order of reference 
does not specify the names of concerned contract labourer 
sought to be regularized, the nature of work alleged to 
departmanent and perennial or the names of the contractor. 
Hence the reference is not only defective, bad and vague, 
but also not maintainable. The 2nd Party-Union has 
referred to the alleged list containing names of 190 persons 
sought to be regularized in paragraph-4 of the statrment 
of claim. This list was submitted by the Orissa Colliery 
Mazdoor Sangh in this Tribunal and the same was kept in 
the file along with the order of reference dated 34-8-1998. 
It was neither the part of the order of reference nor was 
issued under the seal and signature of the Central 
Government. 

5. The alleged dispute is with regard to regularization 
of contract labourer under the principal employer. The 
contract labourers are not workmen within the meaning 
of Section 2( s) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 nor 
the alleged dispute is an “industrial dispute” within the 
meaning of Section 2(k) of the Industrial Disputes Act. 
Hence the reference at the instance of registered trade 
union in respect of non-workmen/non-employees is not 
maintainable. In the present reference two areas namely 
Jagartnath Area and Kalinga Area of Talcher Coalfields 
are involved. The Jagannath Area comprises of Jagannath 
Collier)', Ananta Colliery and Balanada Colliery. The 
Kalinga Area comprises of Kalinga Open Cast Project and 
Bharatpur Open Cast Project. It is denied that the 2nd 
Party-Union is the largest single Trade Union operating in 
different collieries of MCL. The assertion regarding 
membership is incorrect. The Mahanadi Coalfields,Limited 
is a public sector undertaking engaged in production and 
sale of coal which is raw material to almost all the industries 
and power generating corporations. Being a public sector 
undertaking it engages contractors for carrying out the 
lobs which are of temporary' nature and does not need a 
regular manpower. 

6 . In order to save public money and wastage of 
manpowet the jobs which are temporary in nature are done 
through contractors after obtaining registration and license 
under the relevant Act. The allegations that the works 


which are permanent and perennial in nature are done 
through engagement of contractors/contract labourers are 
incorrect. Under the Contract Labour (Regulation and 
Abolition) Act, 1970 provisions have been made for 
abolition of contract labour where the jobs are of perennial 
nature. The M.C.L. employs contractors where the jobs in 
question are of temporary and intermittent in nature. 

7. The alleged list contains frivolous, concocted 
assertions regarding number of persons, names and 
addresses of existing placements, periods of employment 
and nature of job. The said list containing the names of 
190 persons was neither issued along order of reference, 
nor was authenticated by the competent authority of the 
Central Government, The nature of varioos jobs said to be 
performed by the persons named in the list is neither 
permanent nor perennial. The period of employment of 
these workers given in the list is also false, incorrect and 
without any basis. The contract labourers are engaged in 
jobs which are of temporary or intermittent nature. MCL is 
a model employer and always carries out the provisions of 
the, Act of 1970. No complaint has ever been made by the 
contract labourers. The allegation that contract labourers 
are selected and employeed by the Officers of the MCL is 
absolutely false. The assertions regarding engagement of 
contract labourers in different works such as drilling, 
miscellaneous mining work etc. is incorrect and without 
any basis. It is also inconect to state that said operations 
constitute an integral part of the industry and are 
permanent and perennial being indispensable operations 
of the Mining establishment of MCL. The contract 
fabourers never work with the regular employees of MCL 
in any operations. They are engaged by the contractors 
to carry out the jobs under the supervision of contractors 
depending upon the requirement of works. The MCL only 
engages registered contractors having valid license issued 
by the licensing authorities under the Act of 1970. It is 
incorrect to say that the contractor has no physical' 
presence and any control over the contract labourers. The 
assertions that the MCL, its officers and supervisors 
exercise control over the contract labourers from entry 
time to exit time with regard to the placement of w'orks, 
provisions of tools and implements for work, supply of 
safety devices and equipments are denied. However safety 
devices are being issued to the contractors to ensure safety 
of the contract labourers. It is oniy safety training which 
is being imparted the contract labourers. There being no 
underground mining operations in Jagannath Area and 
Kalinga Area the allegations in this regard smacks of 
malafide to harass a Public Sector Undertakings by 
involving them in frivolous cases. The contractors employ 
their own supervisors to supervise and control the work. 
Wages are paid to the contract labourers by the contractors 
periodically at places fixed for the same under the 
supervision of an executive from Management side just to 
ensure that proper wages as pei rules are paid by 
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contractors to their workers. There is no employer and 
employee relationship between the contract labourers and 
MCL. There is no unfair labour practice and exploitation 
of contract labourer in MCL. The contract workers are not 
entitled for regularization merely on completion of240 days 
of work. The list submitted by Orissa Colliery Mazdoor 
Sangh does not contain the names of contractors under 
whom the contract labourers have worked. In the absence 
of such material particulars it would not be possible-to 
submit adequate, reply. The agitating Union has no locus- 
standi to such frivolous claim. As such the statement of 
claim is devoid of merit and the claim, should be answered 
in the negative. 

8. The 2nd Party-Union has controverted the 
allegations, made by the 1st Party-Management in their 
written statement and reiterated the facts already alleged 
in the statement of claim. 

9. On the pteadings of the parties following issues 
were framed 

ISSUES 

1 Whether the reference is maintainable? 

2 . Whether the demand of the Union for 
regularization of contract labour engaged in 
permanent and perennial nature of work as per 
list is j os’ified 0 If so, what relief the workmen 
com err es are entitled to? 

10. The / o j D arty-Union has examined four 
witnesses name!-- Vv. vV.-l, Shri Suresh Chandra Satpathy, 
W.W.-2 Shri Duryodban. Pattnaik, W.W.-3 Shri Chanda 
Sekhar Panigrah: and W.W.-4 Sri Saubhagya Chandra 
Pradhan and proved documents marked as Ext -1 to Ext - 
21 . 

ILi he ! v 'arty-Management have examined seven 
witnesses narnesv M.W.-l Sri Bikram Behera, M.W.-2 Sri 
Prem Chandra Pandey, M. W.-3 Sri Trailokyanath Naik, M. 
W.-4 Sri Narayan Shandilya M.W.-5 Sri P.K. Sahu, M.W.- 
6 SriAnirudha Pradhan and M.W.-7 Shri Y. Harkumarand 
filed a number of -documents marked as Ext.-A to Ext.-M. 

FINDINGS 

ISSUE NOT and 2 

12 . The issue of maintainability of the reference is solely, 
based on fads. The contention of the 1st Party- 
Management is that admittedly the disputant workmen 
are contract labourers and they were engaged by the 
contractors for temporary and intermittent nature of work. 
There is no relationship of "employer and employee” 
between the, 1st Party-Management and the disputant 
workmen. Hence me reference is not maintainable in view 
of clause (k) and ($) of Section-2 of the industrial Disputes 
Act. As I have already said that the issue of maintainability 
is solely based on facts, hence the decision of this issue 


will rest with the proof or disproof of facts as alleged by 
the parties in their respective pleadings. Therefore in order 
to avoid repetition of facts and evidence it will be 
appropriate if both the above issues are decided together. 
I accordingly take up both the issues together. 

13. So far as the case of the disputant workmen stands, 
as espoused by the 2 Party-Union, it has been stated that 
these contract labourers are being engaged continuously 
for years discharging permanent and perennial nature of 
work which constitutes an integral part of the industry. 
The labour supply contractors are infact no contractors in 
reality but are mere name lender and paper products to 
conceal the realty. The induction of these contractors are 
mere paper arrangements, rather manipulations to defraud 
law and justice. The contractors have no physical 
appearance on work much less any control. From entry 
time to exit time of these so-called contract labourers, 
M.C.L. exercises total authority on them in every respect. 
On dispersal or change of contractors the services of these 
contract labourers never come to an end either by 
discharge or by retrenchment and it is merely a take over 
of names of these labourers by succeeding contractors 
inducted by the employer i.e. the M.C.L. On the contrary, 
it has been alleged by the 1st Party-Management that the 
M.C.L. being a Public Sector Undertaking engages 
contractors to carry out the jobs which are of temporary 
or intermittent nature. The nature of various jobs said to 
be performed by the persons named in the list is neither 
permanent nor perennial. Under the Contract Labour 
(Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970, provisions have been 
made for abolition of contract labourers, where jobs are of 
permanent or perennial nature. It is wrong to allege that 
the contract labourers are engaged in jobs which are not 
of temporary or intermittent nature. It is also wrong to 
allege that the said contract labourers are \selected and 
employed by the officers of the M.C.L. The M.C.L. only 
engages registered contractors having valid license issued 
by the licensing authority under the aforesaid Act and 
such contract labourers work under the control and 
supervision of contractors or their supervisors. As there 
is no employer and employee” relationship between the 
contract labourers and the Management of M.C.L. the 
reference is not maintainable. 

14. The primary question which needs consideration 
here is whether all the 190 workmen as per list are contract 
labourers or are working under the 1 st Party-Management 
directly and the nature of work they are performing is 
perennial or temporary? The 2nd Party-Union has 
submitted a list of workers with details of their names, 
parentage, placement, period of employment and nature 
of job. This list is said to be concocted and frivolous by 
the 1st Party-Management, but the 1st Party-Management 
could not convincingly prove it so or show any material 
to discard this list. It even could not produce the list of 92 
workers whom they call undisputed despite court’s order. 
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Various registers and documents filed by the 1st Party- 
Management and exhibited by its witnesses do not clarify 
the real picture regarding engagement of disputant 
workmen. The witnesses are either silent about their 
contents or they have said nothing as to how they do or 
do not relate to the present dispute or disputants. Likewise 
the extracts of the attendance registers, duty chart etc. 
filed by the 2nd Party-Union, do not show as to how they 
are related to the disputant ,workmen. The workmen 
witnesses have not said anything as to which of the entry 
in the attendance register or duty chart relates to which 
workman and which document pertains to which workman. 
Therefore this Tribunal finds if very difficult to read the 
documents in between the lines. Thus all these documents 
are not helpful in deciding the real controversy. However 
the 1st Party-Management has only challenged the 
correctness and authenticity of the list of the workmen 
but it has no where denied that these workmen were or are 
not working in the establishments of the 1st Party- 
Management. It has been further pleaded that 107 workmen 
have been terminated during the pendency of the present 
case and the case under Section 33-A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act is pending with this Tribunal. Hence their 
names be expunged from the list of workers, but this 
Tribunal vide its order dated 20-7-2006 has observed that 
these workers have not surrendered their right of 
regularization as per terms of reference. Therefore in view 
of the above, the list of 190 workers as a whole is taken for 
consideration for their claim of regularization. 

15. W.W.-l Sri Suresh Chandra Satpathy, a Time 
Keeper know all the 71 disputants of Balanda Colliery, 
who were working in different types of jobs of perennial 
nature. W.W.-2, Sri Duryodhan Patnaik knows all the 25 
persons of Jagannath Colliery who were working 
continuously in the feeder crusher of coal handling plant. 
They are said to be usually engaged in cleaning of Feeder 
Crusher, Conveyer belt and also assist in electrical and 
mechanical filters. But no witness has been examined on 
behalf of the 2nd Party-Union with regard to the 
engagement of alleged number of disputant workmen in 
Ananta Colliery, Puri Holiday Home, Chief General 
Manager Office Canteen Kalinga Colliery, Fire fighting and 
Bharatpur Colliery C.H.P. and Railway Siding, As such it 
could not be proved by the 2nd Party-Union that the 
workers except those of Balanda Colliery and Jagannath 
Colliery were/are working in the establishment of 1st Party- 
Management and have any claim for regularization being 
engaged by it directly in perennial or permanent nature of 
work. As regards the workers of Balanda Colliery and 
Jagannath colliery the witnesses have stated that they 
were/are being engaged continuously in permanent or 
perennial nature of work. They are nontinued in job even 
after change of contractors. They are supervised by the 
officers of the Management-Company and paid their 


wages through the cash project office of the Management. 
The witnesses could not tell whether the disputants are 
contract laboureres or direct employees of the 
Management. Since the disputants were/are called contract 
or supply labouurs they know themselves as such, but 
they have not seen any contractor. For working in mining 
areas they were also given vocational training by the 
Management. 

16. The Management has alleged that it engages 
contractors for carrying out the jobs which are of temporary 
nature. The disputant workers are contract labourers and 
were/are engaged only for temporary or intermittent nature 
of jobs. But the Management has failed to file any 
documents to show that its establishment has been 
registered under Section 7 of the Contract Labour 
(Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970 to employ contract 
labour through licensed contractors as rer Section 12 of 
the aforesaid Act. Tender papers filed by the Management 
as Ext.-J to Ext.-M do not prove/justify engagement of 190 
persons or more than 20 persons at a time for perennial 
nature of work through contractor and so these papers 
might have been after thought. It is presumable under 
Explanation (i) of sub-section (5 ) of Section 1 of the aforesaid 
Act that work performed in an establishment shall not be 
deemed to be of an intermittent nature if it was performed 
for more than one hundred and twenty days in the 
preceding twelve months and it is the dear case of the 2nd 
Party workman that the disputants had worked or have 
been working for years in the rnanagcrnent-Company. Not 
naming a single contractor by the 2 nd Party-Union does 
substantiate the case of disputant workmen that they were 
engaged by the Management itself under the garb of 
contractor. 

17. Management Witness No, 7. Y. i drkumar, Senior 
Manager (Personnel) M.C.L. has staled in his cross 
examination that “1 know the various provisions of the 
Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970.1 am 
aware of the maintenance of statutory records under the 
said Act. It is a fact that we maintain the relevant records 
regarding the contractors deployed by the M.C.L. during 
the relevant period and covered under the said Act. Those 
documents have hot been filed in the presen case.” 

18. Management Witness No. 7. : •• ;u,.kyanath Nayak 

has also admitted in his cross exanuruh >n that '‘I have not 
filed the documents with regard *.<•■ registration of our 
establishment under the Conti a.. - -'Regulation and 

Abolition) Act, 1970 so *■’ •.< ;h; of the concerned 

contractors”. Earlier to ‘ r d that “we have 

not stated in our written o -i-nr a ■ the names of the 
contractor under whom th- were working.” 

19. This way the Manage, ka» -sled to falsify the 
case of the 2nd Party-Union that the disputant wwkmen 
were/are not the contract la; ■ w - c- v. I* *n engaged 
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by the Management itself through its officers and the 
alleged contractors are mere name-lenders and paper 
products to conceal reality. Therefore it is to be held that 
the contract was a sham and in such a case as the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court has held in “Gujarat Electricity Board, 
Thermal Power Station, Ukai, Gujarat Versus-Hind Mazdoor 
Sabha and Others (1995 SCC (L&S) 1166) the industrial 
adjudicator can adjudicate such a dispute. Elaborating the 
point the Hon'ble Court ruled that: 

“If a contract is a sham or not genuine, the workmen • 
of the so-called contractor can raise an industrial 
dispute for declaring that ,they were always the 
employees ofthe principal employer and for claiming 
the appropriate service conditions, when such 
dispute is raised, it is not a dispute for abolition of 
the labour contract and hence the provisions of 
Section 10 of the Act will not bar either the raising or 
the adjudication of the dispute. When such dispute, 
is raised, the industrial adjudicator has to decide 
whether the contract is a sham or genuine. It is only 
if the adjudicator comes to the conclusion that the 
contract is a sham, that he will have jurisdiction to 
adjudicate the dispute ” 

20. In another case reported in “2004 SCC (L & S) 14” 
(Ram Singh and others-Versus-Un ion Territory, Chandigarh 
and others) the Hon’ble Supreme Court laid down “whether 
la particular relasionship between employer and employee 
is genuine or a camouflage through the mode of a contractor, 
is essentially a quesion of fact to be determined on the 
basis of the features of the relationship, the written terms 
of employment, if any, and the actual nature of the 
employment. The actual nature of relationship concerning 
a particular employment being essentially a question of 
fact, it has to be raised and proved before an industrial 
adjudicator,” 

21. In the case of “Steel Authority' of India Limited and 
others etc.—Versus-National Union Water Front Workers 
and others etc” (AIR 2001 SC 3527) the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court has held that “if the contract is found to be not 
genuine but a mere camouflage the so-called contract 
labour will have to be treated as employees of the Principal 
employer who shall be directed to regularize the services 
of the contract labour in the establishment concerned 
subject to the conditionsas may hr. specified by it for that 
purpose in the light of para-6 hereunder” 

22. The conditions laid down ..Lite to gs vmg, preference 
F) the erstwhile contract iabour if otherwise found suitable 
and if necessary by relaxing the condition as u: 'maximum 
age appropriately, taking into consideration the age of the 
workers at the time of their initial employment by the 
contractor and also relaxing the condition as to academic 
qualifications other than technical qualification. 


23. With the strength of these decisions when it has 
been found on the basis of facts and evidence led by the 
partils that the present workmen, whose case has been 
established hereinbefore are the employees ofthe 1 st Party- 
Management and not the contract labour, this Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to adjudicate the dispute and it is therefore 
held that the reference is maintainable and all the objections 
raised in this regard fall to the ground. Issue No. I is thus 
decides in the affirmative and against the 1st Party- 
Management. 

24. As regards the demand of the 2nd Party-Union for 

regularization of contract labour engaged in permanent and 
perennial nature of work as per list it has been held herein 
before that the 2nd Party-Union has failed to prove that 
the workers as show'n working inAnanta Colliery (Colliery 
Store), C.H.P Fire Fighting and workshop, Puri Holiday 
Home, Chief General Manager Office Canteen, Kalinaga 
Area, Kalinga Colliery, Fire Lighting, Bharatpur Colliery 
C.H.P. and Railway Station a? per list annexed to the 
reference have not been r 1 by or on behalf of the 1st 

Party-Management they are not entitled to any claim for 
regularization etc. The cases of workers of Balanda Colliery 
and Jagannath Colliery numbering 96 are only proved and 
hence their demand for regularization meets the requirement. 

25. Resultantly, excepting the workers of Balanda Colliery 
and Jagannath Colliery cases of other workers as shown in 
the list annexed to the reference fail and they are not entitled 
to any relief claimed. The workers working in the Balanda 
Colliery and Jagannath Colliery even if they had died or 
retired or were retrenched after the receipt of order of 
reference in this Tribunal shall be entitled to regularization 
and consequential benefits. The 1st Party-Management is 
hereby directed to regularize each of these 96 workers in 
the post on which they were working on 7-9-1988 i.e. on 
receipt of order of reference in this Tribunal and fix their 
inter-se seniority vis-a-vis other regular employees 
department-wise on the basis of their date of joining and 
grant them promotion if fallen due in the intermittent period 
or falls due in future according to their inter-se seniority so 
fixed with all monetary benefits or differential wages and 
consequential benefits. Issue No. 2 is thus decided partly 
in favour of the 2nd Party-Union and against the 1st Party- 
Management. 

26. This order shall be implemented by the 1st Party- 
Management within a period of three months from the date 
of publication of the award. 

27. This reference is answered accordingly. 

JITENDRA SRI VASTAVA, Presiding Officer 
29TR74ff, 2012 
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New Delhi, the 29th February, 2012 

S.O. 1175.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 301/2005 
and 302/2005 of the Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the industrial dispute between the management of Bureau 
of Indian Standards, Bureau of Indian Standards, and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 29-02- 
2012 . 

[No. L-42012/163/2001-ER (CM-II)], 
[No. L42012/165/2001-IR(CM-II)} 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-H CHANDIGARH 

Present; Sri A.K. Rastogi, Presiding Officer. 

1. Case No. I.D. 301/2005 
Registered on 11-8-2005 

Shri Kulwinder Singh, S/o Sh. Arjan Singh, 

House No. 2173, Sector-73, Chandigarh. 

2. Case No. ID. 302/2005 
Registered on 11-8-2005 

Shri Satinder Singh, S/o Sh. Babu Ram, 

House No. 1376/1, Sector-30-B, Chandigarh. 

Petitioners 

Versus 

The Director, Bureau of Indian Standards, Sector -34-A, 
Chandigarh. 

Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the workman Sh. D.R. Kaith 

For the Management Sh. G C. Babbar. 

AWARD 

Passed on February 10th, 2012 

Central Government vide Order No.42012/163/2001 
[IR(CM-II) and Order No.42012/165/2001 (1R(CM-II)] both 
dated 6-8-2002 read with Corrigendums dated 3-3-2003 in 


exercise of the powers conferred by Clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (in short 'Act') has referred the following 
Industrial disputes respectively for adjudication to this 
Tribunal:— 

ID No. 301/2005 

“Whether the action of Director General, Bureau of 
Indian Standards, New Delhi and Director, Bureau of Indian 
Standards, Chandigarh in ordering disengagement/ 
termination of services of Sh. Kulwinder Singh S/o Sh. 
Arjan Singh, the workman engaged through contractor who 
has completed 240 days service is legal and justified? If 
not, what relief the workman is entitled to and from which 
date?” 

ID No. 302/2005 

“Whether the action of Director General, Bureau of 
Indian Standards, New Delhi and Director, Bureau of Indian 
Standards, Chandigarh in ordering disengagement/ 
termination of services of Sh. Satinder Kumar S/o Sh. Babu 
Ram, the workman engaged through contractor who has 
completed 240 days service is -legal and justified? If not, 
what relief the workman is entitled to and from which date?” 

Both the references have common questions of law 
and fact for adjudication hence, they are being decided by 
this common award. The claimants have raised industrial 
dispute stating that they had been appointed after selection 
by Chandigarh Office of the respondent as helper through 
an agency known as Goliath Detectives. Their services 
were terminated illegally on 9.7.2000. There are about more 
than 150 employees working in Chandigarh Office of the 
respondent which is a Central Government Agency having 
more than 100 regular employees. However the respondent 
is indulged in unfair labour practice in showing more than 
30 persons as contract labourers, though the work 
performed by these employees is of perennial nature. Since 
the very beginning of joining the job the claimants worked 
under the direct control and supervision of respondent. 
By Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970 
(in short C.L. Act) the system of contract labour has been 
abolished and after issuance of notification under Section 
10 of the aforesaid C.L. Act any person employed on 
contract basis in violation of said Act is to be deemed to be 
a direct employee of the principal employer. The claimants 
have further specifically pleaded that neither the 
management is registered under Section 7 of the CL Act 
nor the contractor is a licensee under Section 13 of the said 
Act. The earlier contract also expired w.e.f. January 2000 
and the claimants are being shown to be the employees of 
another contractor i.e. Secure Securities for which the 
claimants never consented. - The claimants have completed 
more thain 240 days service at the time of termination of 
their services and the termination is in violation of Section 
25-F of the Act. At the time of termination of their services 
the juniors were retained in violation of Section 2S-G of the 
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Act and the management appointed fresh hands after the 
termination of the services in violation of Section 25H of 
the Act. The claimants have claimed their reinstatement 
with continuity in service with full back wages. 

The claims were contested by the respondent- 
management and it was denied that the claimants had been 
selected orvengaged and disengaged or terminated or they 
were paid wages by the management. The management 
denied the relationship of master and servant with the 
claimants and that the claimants are workmen. The strength 
of the staff was admitted. It was denied that the claimants 
worked under the direct control of the management. 
Management also denied that it is indulged in any sort of 
unfair labour practice or 30 persons are working as contract 
labour. It was stated that the management need not get 
itself registered under the provisions of the C.L. Act. It was 
alleged that since the claimants were not the employees of 
the management so the question of violation of industrial 
law does not arise. 

Claimants filed replication to reiterate their case. 

In their respective IDs claimants gave their statement 
and relied on certain documents. White on behalf of 
management Sh. Balbir Singh, Deputy Director filed his 
affidavit in both the IDs but gave his statement in ID No. 
301/2005 only. The management filed certain papers but 
did not tender them in evidence. 

I have heard the learned counsel for the parties and 
perused the evidence on record. Following issues arise for 
consideration in these matters. 

1. Whether the provisions of Contract Labour 
(Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970 are applicable 
in the present case if so its effect? 

2. Whether there was any relationship of master and 
servant between the management and the claimants? 

3. Whether the services of the claimants were 
terminated by the management and provisions of 
Section 25-F and 25-G of the Act were violated by 
management? 

4. To what relief the claimants are entitled? 

Right of re-employment provided under Section 
25-H of the Act is out of the purview of the references. 

My findings on various issues are as follows :— 

Findings 

Issue No. 1 

Regarding the applicability of C.L. Act it has been 
argued by the learned counsel for the workmen that since 
it is the admitted case of the management that more than 
150 employees are working with them therefore the C.L. 
Act is applicable as it is applicable to an establishment 
where more than 20 workmen are employed. 

Against it the learned counsel for the management 
argued that the provisions of C.L. Act is not applicable to 


the management and it is wrong to argue that the C.L. Act 
is applicable to an establishment where more than 20 
workmen are employed. 

I am of the view that the argument of the learned 
counsel for the workmen is misconceived. The provisions 
of C.L. Act are not applicable on the basis of the number of 
employees but number of contract labour employed in the 
establishment. Section 1, Sub-section 4, Clause (a) of C.L. 
Act makes it clear that the Act is applicable to an 
establishment in which 20 or more workmen are employed 
or were employed on any day of the preceding 12 months 
as contract labour. 

The workmen has neither pleaded nor proved that 
there were 20 contract labours working in the management 
on any day of the preceding 12 months. Against it the 
management witness Balbir Singh in Para 6 of his affidavit 
has denied that 30 persons as contract labour are working 
in Bureau. 

It is, therefore, clear that the provisions of Contract 
Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970 are not 
applicable in the present case. Issue No. 1 is decided against 
the claimants. 

Issue No. 2 

The case of the claimants is that they had been 
selected by management through recruiting agency M/s. 
Goliath Detective Agency and they worked under the control 
and supervision of the management and they are the 
employees of the management. 

The management on the other hand has denied the 
relationship of master and servant with the claimants. It is 
also denied that the claimants worked under the control 
and supervision of the management. 

In their cross-examination the claimants have 
admitted that they have no documents regarding their 
selection, any document to show that they have been 
assigned duties by the officials of the management, any 
receipt to show that the salary was given by any official of 
the management or any appointment or termination letter 
issued by the management. They have placed reliance on 
certain attendance sheets and vouchers but regarding these 
documents learned counsel for management argued that 
these documents do not bear the Signature and stamp of 
any employee of the management. Vouchers produced are 
not regarding wages and on the strength of these 
documents the employment of claimants with the 
management cannot be proved. Regarding the experience 
certificate Exhibit W32 in ID No. 301 of2005 it was pointed 
out by the learned counsel for the management that the 
certificate itself shows that claimant Ku I winder Singh was 
the appointee of Goliath Detective Private Limited. It only 
shows that the said claimant was working with management 
which is admitted to management also. But the fact that the 
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claimants worked for the management is not the evidence 
of the fact that they were management's employees. The 
status of workman cannot be denied, to them, but to 
establish a relationship of master and servant with the 
management much more is required. 

As it was laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court 
in Ram Singh Vs. UT Chandigarh (2004) 1 SCC 126 in 
determining the relationship of employer and employee an 
integrated approach is needed. Integration test is one of 
the relevant tests and it is applied by examining whether 
the person was fully integrated in the employer’s concern 
or remained apart or independent of it. The other factors 
which may be relevant are—who has the power to select 
and dismiss, to pay remuneration, deduct insurance 
contributions, organize the work, supply tools and materials 
and what are the mutual obligations between them. 

In the present case from the statement of the claimants 
it is clear that the claimants were not fully integrated in the 
management’s concern. There is nothing to show that they 
were selected and dismissed by the management and 
management paid their wages and assign them the duties. 
Regarding the payment of wages the claimants in Para 6 of 
their claim statement have themselves stated that their pay 
was being paid through the contractor and the officials of 
the contractor used to visit the office only once in a month 
in order to pay the wages. It is, therefore, clear from the 
evidence on record that the claimants have failed in proving 
the relationship of master and servant with the 
management. Issue No. 2 is decided against the claimants. 
Issue No. 3 

Since it has been held above that the claimants were 
not the employees of the management therefore the 
question of compliance of provisions of Section 25 and 
25-G of the Act by the management does not arise. 
Management neither terminated the services of the 
claimants nor violated Section 25-F and 25-G of the Act. 
Issue No. 3 is decided against the claimants. 

Issue No. 4 

From the above discussion it is clear that the 
provisions of Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) 
Act, 1970 are not applicable to the management 
establishment, there was no relationship of master and 
servant between the management and the claimants and 
their services were not terminated by the management, no 
violation of Section 25 and 25-G of the Act is involved in 
the case. Hence the case law laid down in :— 

1. I987(1)LLJ407 

2. 1987(2) SLR 678 

3. 2003(6) SCC 528 

4. 2005(10) SCC 792 

5. 2003(3) SCT 861 

6. 2009(8) SCC 556 


7. 2010(1) SCT820 
& 2010(1) SCT 675 

cited by the learned counsel for the claimants are not 
applicable in the case. The claimants are not entitled to any 
relief. Reference is answered against the claimants. Original 
award will remain on the record of ID No. 301/2005 and a 
copy thereof be placed on the record of ID No. 302/2005. 
Two copies of the award be sent to Central Government for 
further necessary action. 

ASHOK KUMAR RASTOGI, Presiding Officer 

29 wrct, 2012 

w.sir. 1176.—foam •srfafrm, 1947 (1947 
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^ (TM WTT 34/2006) ^ wftlcT 
^ ^ 29-2-2012 ^ m 

[U R^T-22012/153/2005-30$ 3TR (^Ttr-H)] 

ultam TFT, 

New Delhi, the 29th February, 2012 

S.O. 1176.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 34/2006 of 
the Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of M/s. Eastern 
Coalfields Limited, and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 29-02-2012. 

[ No. L-22012/153/2005-IR (CM-II)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL*CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ASANSOL 

PRESENT: SRI KISHOR RAM, Presiding Officer/Link 
Officer 

REFERENCE No. 34 of 2006 

PARTIES: The management of Nageshwar Satgram 

Colliery of M/s. ECL. 

Vrs. 

Sri Raj an Bouri 

Representatives 

For the management None 

For the union (Workman) None 

Industry : Coal State: West Bengal 

Dated the 2nd February, 2012 
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AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub- 
Section (1) and Sub-Section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 )14 of 1947), Government of 
India through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L- 
22012/153/2005-IR (CM-II) dated 01-08-2006 has been 
pleased to refer the following dispute for adjudication by 
this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Nageshwar Satgram Colliery of M/s. ECL, in 
dismissing Sn Raj an Bouri, U.G Loader from service 
w.e.f. 12-07-1999 is legal and justified? If not, to what 
relief the workman is entitled?” 

Having received the Order No. L-22012/153/2005- 
IR(CM-II) dated 01-08-2006-of the above said reference 
from the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 
34 of 2006 was registered on 14-08-06 and accordingly an 
order to that effect was passed to issue notices through 
the registered post to the parties concerned directing them 
to appear in the court on the date fixed and to file their 
written statements along with the relevant documents and 
a list of witnesses in support of their claims. In pursuance 
of the said order notices by the registered post were sent 
to the parties concerned. 

Since the present reference related to the dismissal 
of the workman as U. G Loader w.e.f. 12-07-99 has been 
amicably settled as per the term and condition of it on the 
prescribed Form ‘H’ under the signature of both the parties 
and concerned two witnesses on 2-1-12, so no longer any 
Industrial Dispute exists, treating the aforesaid settlement 
dated 2-1-12 as the part of it. Accordingly, it is hereby 
ordered. 

ORDER 

Let an “Award” be and same is passed as per above 
Form ‘H’ containing terms and conditions to form part of 
the Award. Send the-copies of the award to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for 
information and needful. The reference is accordingly 
disposed of. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer/Link Officer 
M 29 2012 

W.3IT.1177.—Iwi Slfafipm, 1947 (1947 
3TT 14) ^ 17 ^ W5TR 

aFjsrtT fr' frrfae 3 rrfk sftetfw 

^ ^*041 126/2007 


Trenftra ^TRft wTm ^ 29-2-2012 ^ to 

[R. RvT-22013/l/2012-3?Tf rn (ift-II)] 

New Delhi, the 29th February, 2012 

S.O. 1177.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Hyderabad (CGIT/LCID/126/2007) as shown in the 
Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the 
management of SCCL and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 29-02-2012. 

[No. L-22013/1/2012-IR (C-1I)] 

D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE LOK ADALAT 

(For settlement of cases relating to CGIT-cum-Labour 
Court at Hyderabad Under Section 20 of the Legal 
Services Authorities Act, 1987) 

the 20th January, 2012 

Present: 1. Sri Ved Prakash Gaur : Presiding Officer 

2. Sri C. Niranjan Rao : Member 

3, Sri : Member 

(Costituted U/s. 19 of the LSA Act, 1987 by the APSLSA 
Order ROC No. 186/LSA/2006 dt. 22-8-2006) 

In the matter of case No. LCID No. 126 of2007/PLAC 
No. 5/2012 (On the file of CGIT-cum-Labour Court at 
Hyderabad) 

BETWEEN 

Assampalli Rajaiah, (EC No. 2835859), S/o. Mattaiah, aged 
about 52 years, worked as Coal Filler at IK-1 A Incline, 
Singareni Collieries Company Limited, Adilabad Dist. 

....Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Singareni Collieries Company Limited, 
rep. by its General Manager, 

IK and Chennuru Group of Mines, 

Srirampur, Adilabad District. 

2. The Colliery Manager, IK-1A Incline, 
Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

Indaram, Adilabad District, 

....Respondents 


» 


1 


1 
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This case is coming up before the Lok Adalat on 
20 -1-2012 for settlement in the presene of the applicant 
appearing in person/represented by his counsel Sri K. 
Vasudeva Reddy and the Respondent too, being present 
in person/represented by his counsel, Sri RA.V. V.S Sarma 
on a perusal of the case record, after considering and hearing 
the case of both sides and with the consent of both side, 
the Lok Adalat has arrived at the following settlement and 
delivered the following: 

AWARD UNDER SECTION 21 OF THE L.S.A. 

ACT, 1987 

The petitioner had agreed to the following proposals 
of the Management, as the petitioner had put in 100 musters 
in the two years of the preceding 5 years of dismissal and 
raised the dispute within three years from the date of 
dismissal from service. The contents are read over and 
explained to the petitioner in his language and agreed by 
him by signing the same. 

a. The petitioner workman agreed to treat his 
appointment as fresh appointment as Badli 
Filler without back wages and continuity of 
service subject to medical fitness by Company 
Medical Board. 

b. Irrespective of past designations, petitioner 
workman agrees to the appointment as Badli 
Filler afresh on Coal filling.wherever coal 
filling is available and need not be the same 
place where the workman was last 
employed. 

c. The petitioner workman agrees for observation 
of one year with minimum mandatory 20 
musters every month and review every three 
months on coal filling only is absolutely 
essential. In the event of any shortfall of 
attendance during the 3 months period, his 
services will be terminated without any further 
notice and enquiry. 

d. Respondent Management agreed that any 
forced absenteeism on account of mine 
accidents/natural disease, treatment taken at 
Company’s Hospitals will be deemed as 
attendance during the trial period. 

e. All other usual terms and conditions of 
appointment will be applicable i.e., transfer, 
hours of work, day of rest, holidyas etc., for 
appointment afresh. 

This LCID is disposed of accordingly. The respondent 
management is directed to take him back to duty as Badli 
Filler afresh wherever coal filling is available. 

In agreement of the above, the parties/counsel have 
affixed their signatures/thumb impressions in the presence 
of the members of this Lok Adalat Bench. 


Sd. illegible Sd. illegible 

Signature of Applicant(s) Signature of Respondent(s) 

Sd. illegible Sd. illegible 

Signature of Counsel for Signature of Counsel for 

Applicant(s) Respondent(s) 

Signature of Presiding Officer & Members of the Bench 

1. Ved Prakash Gaur, 2. C. Niranajn Rao 

Note: This award is final and binding on ail the parties 
and no appeal shall lie to any court as per Section 
21(2) ofLSA ACT, 1987.. 

29 Wtfr, 2012 

W.3IT. 1178.—3?talPi<* ftfRTCf arfafrpPT, 1947 (1947 
14) 17 ^ 

^ ^ tto ftrrifapsf sffc - 3 ^ »4»kT ^ 

apjkV 4' fife firarc4 ifcsfa trw a fa jtfhfr 

^ (ijercften&t ritsnr 34/2008) ^ 

WTf7T?T ‘aft 29-2-2012 3ITRT 
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New Delhi, the 29th February, 2012 

S.O. 1178.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Hyderabad (CGIT/LCID/34/2008) as shown in the 
Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the 
management of SCCL and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 29-02-2012. 

[No, L-22013/1/2012-IR (C-II)J 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 
IN THE LOK ADALAT 

(For settlement of cases relating to CGIT-cum-Labour 
Court at Hyderabad Under Section 20 of the Legal 
Services Authorities Act, 1987) 

20th day of January, 2012 

Present: 1. Sri Ved Prakash Gaur : Presiding Officer 

Z Sri C. Niranjan Rao : Member 

3- Sri : Member 

(Costituted U/s. 19 of the LSAAct, 1987 by the APSLSA 
Order ROC No. 186/LS A/2006 dt. 22-8-2006) 

In the matter of case No. LCID No. 34 of 2008/PLAC 
No. 3/2012 (On the file of CGIT-cum-Labour Court at 
Hyderabad) 
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BETWEEN 

D. Ramchander (EC No. 2320294), S/o. Narsaiah, aged about 
45 years, Ex. Coal filler at Chennur-2 Incline, Srirampur Area, 
Singareni Collieries Comapany Limited. Srirampur, Adilabad 
Dist 

....Petitioner 


AND 

1. The Singareni Collieries Company Limited, 
represented by its Project Officer, 

IK and CHR, Mines, Srirampur Area, 

Srirampur, Adilabad District. 

2. The Superintendent of Mines, 

Chennur-2 Incline, Srirampur Area, 

Singareni Collieries Company Limited, 
Srirampur, Adilabad District. 

....Respondents 

This case is coming up before the Lok Adalat on 
20-1-2012 for settlement in the presene of the applicant 
appearing in person/represented by his counsel Sri K. 
Vasudeva Reddy and the Respondent too, being present 
in person/represented by his counsel, Sri P. A. V. V.S. Sarma 
on a perusal of the case record, after considering and hearing 
the case of both sides and with the consent of both side, 
the Lok Adalat has arrived at the following settlement and 
deli vered the following: 

AWARD UNDER SECTION 21 OF THE L.S.A. 

ACT, 1987 

The petitioner had agreed to the following proposals 
of die Management, as the petitioner had put in 100 musters 
in the two years of the preceding 5 years of dismissal and 
raised the dispute within three years from the date of 
dismissal from service. The contents are read over and 
explained to the petitioner in his language and agreed by 
him by signing the same. 

a. The petitioner workman agreed to treat his 
appointment as fresh appointment as Badli 
Filler without back wages and continuity of 
service subject to medical fitness by Company 
Medical Board. 

b. Irrespective of past disignations, petitioner 
workman agrees to the appointment as Badli 
Filler afresh on Coal filling.wherever coal filling 
is available and need not be the same place 
where the workman was last employed. 

c. The petitioner workman agrees for observation 
of One year with minimum mandatory 20 
musters every month and review three months 
on coal filling only is absolutely essential. In 


the event of any short fall of attendance during 
the 3 months period, his services will be 
terminated without any further notice and 
enquiry. 

d. Respondent Management agreed that any 
forced absenteeism on account of mine 
accidents/natura! disease, treatment,taken at 
Company’s Hospitals will be deemed as 
attendance during the trial period. 

e. All other usual terms and conditions of 
appointment will be applicable i.e., transfer, 
hours of work, day of rest, holidyas etc., for 
appointment afresh. 

This LCID is disposed of accordingly. The respondent 
management is directed to take him back to duty as Badli 
Filler afresh wherever coal filling is available. 

In agreement of the above, the parties/counsel have 
affixed their signatures/thumb impressions in the presence 
of the members of this Lok Adalat Bench. 


Sd./- illegible 
Signature of Applicant(s) 
Sd./- illegible 

Signature of Counsel for 
Applicant(s) 


Sd./-illegible 

Signature of Respondent(s) 
Sd./- illegible 

Signature of Counsel for 
Respondent(s) 


Signature of Presiding Officer & Members of the Bench 


1. Ved Prakash Gaur, 2. C. Niranajn Rao, 

Chairman, Lok Adalat Member 


Note: This award is final and binding on all the parties 

and no appeal shall lie to any court as per Section 
21 (2) of I.S.A., ACT 1987. 
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New Delhi, the 29th February, 2012 

S.0.1179.—In pursuance of Section 17 ofthe Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad (CGIT/ 
LCID/51/2006) as shown in the Annexure.in tire industrial 
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dispute between the management of SCCL and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 29-02- 
2012 . 

[No. L-22013/1/2012-IR (C-II)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 
IN THE LOK ADALAT 

(For settlement of cases relating to CGIT cum Labour 
Court at Hyderabad Under Section 20 of the Legal 
Services Authorities Act, 1987) 

20th day of January, 2012 

Present: 1. Sri Ved Prakash Gaur : Presiding Officer 

2. SriC.NirajanRao : Member 

3. Sri : Member 

(Costituted U/s. 19 of the LSA Act, 1987 by the APSLSA 
Order ROC No. 186/LSA/2006 dt. 22-8-2006) 

In the matter of Case No. LCID No. 51 of 2006/PLAC 
No. 4/2012 

(On the file of CGIT cum Labour Court at Hyderabad) 
BETWEEN 

Nookala Gattaiah, EC No. 0887591, S/o. Sailoo, aged about 
44 years, Worked as Coal Filler, GDK-5 Incline, SCCo Ltd. 
Godavarikhani, Karimnagar District. 

....Petitioner 


AND 

1. The Singareni Collieries Company Limited, 
rep. by its General Manager, RG-1 Area, 
Godavarikhani, Karimnagar District. 

2. The SOM/DY,GM., GDK-5, In line, 

Singareni Collieries Company Limited, 
Godavarikhani, Karimnagar District. 

....Respondents 

This Case is coming up before the Lok Adalat on 
20 -01-2012 for settlement in the presene of the applicant 
appearing in person/represented by his counsel Sri K. 
Vasudeva Reddy and the Respondent too, being present in 
person/represented by his counsel, Sri P.A.V.V.S. Sarma on 
a perusal of the case record, after considering and hearing 
the case of both sides and with the consent of both side, 
the Lok Adalat has arrived at the following settlement and 
delivered the following: 

AWARD UNDER SECTION 21 OF THE L.S. A ACT, 
1987 

The petitioner had agreed to the following proposals 
of the Management, as the petitioner had put in 100 musters 
in the two years of the preceding 5 years of dismissal and 


raised the dispute within three years from the date of 
dismissal from service. The contents are read over and 
explained to the petitioner in his language and agreed by 
him by signing the same. 

a. The petitioner workman agreed to treat his 
appointment as fresh appointment as Badli 
Filler without back wages and continuity of 
service subject to medical fitness by Company 
Medical Board. 

b. Irrespective of past disignations, petitioner 
workman agrees to the appointment as Badli 
Filler afresh on Coal filling, wherever coal filling 
is available and need not be the same place 
where the workman was last employed. 

c. The petitioner workman agrees for 
observation of one year with minimum 
mandatory 20 musters every month and 
review three months on coal filing only is 
absolutely essential. In the event of any short 
fall of attendance during the 3 months period, 
his services will be terminated without tiny 
further notice and enquiry. 

d. Respondent Management agreed that any 
forced absenteeism on account of mine 
accidents/natural disease, treatment taken at 
Company’s Hospitals will be deemed as 
attendance during the trial period. 

e. All other usual terms and conditions of 
appointment will be applicable i.e., transfer, 
hours of work, day of rest, holidyas etc., for 
appointment afresh. 

This LCID is disposed of accordingly. The 
respondent management is directed to take him back to 
duty as Badli Filler afresh wherever coal filling is available; 


In agreement of the above, the parties/counsel have 
affixed their signatures/thumb impressions in the presence 
of the members of this Lok Adalat Bench. 


Sd./- illegible 

Signature of Applicant(s) 

Respondent(s) 

Sd./- illegible 

Signature of Counsel 
for Applicat(s) 


Sd./- illegible 
Signature of 

Sd./- illegible 

Signature of Counsel for 
Respondents(s) 


Signature of Presiding Officer & Members of the Bench 


1. Ved Prakash Gaur, 2. C. N i ranj an Rao, 

Chairman, Lok Adalat Member 


Note: This award is final and binding on all the parties 

and no appeal shall lie to any court as per Section 
21(2) of I.S.A., ACT, 1987. 
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New Delhi, the 29th February, 2012 

S.O. 1180. — In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.47/1991) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ Labour 
Court-1, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. BCCL. and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
29-2-2012. 

[No. L-20012/364/1990-IR (C-I)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOV ERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference U/S. 10 (1) (d) (2 A) of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 

REFERENCE NO. 47 of 1991 

Parties: 

Employers in relation to the management of Loyabad Coke 
Plant of M/s. B.C.C.Ltd. 

AND 

Their workman 

Present: Shri H.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
APPRARANCES 

For the Employers : None 

For the Workman : Noen 

State: Jharkhand 

Industry: Coal 

Dated, the 23-2-2012 

AWARD 

By Order No. L -20012/364/90-IR (C-I) dated 
15-4-91 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947, referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal: 


“Whether the action of the management of Loyabad 
Coke Plant under Sijua Area of M/s. BCCL in 
dismissing Shri Chotan Gope, I. D. Card No. 86186 
vide their letter No. Pers/36-88/12023 dated 
18-2/5-3-88 is justified? If not, what relief the 
workman is entitled ?” 

2. The case of the concerned workman is that he has 
been working in Loyabad Coke Plant as a Night Guard from 
before nationalisation. The Manager, Loyabad Coke Plant 
issued a charge-sheet dated 18-4-88 against the concerned 
workman alleging that either he connived with the theft 
took place in the Time Office of the Plant or he was negligent 
in his duty on the right of 15-16/1/88 and suspended the 
workman pending enquiry. The concerned workman 
submitted his reply on 21 -4-88 denying the allegation made 
against him. Sri D. Jha, Dy. P. M. of Sijua Area was appointed 
as Enquiry Officer, who conducted the departmental enquiry. 
The management examined two witnesses who stated 
nothing against the concerned workman. Even then the 
Enquiry Officer submitted a report holding the concerned 
workman guilty of the charges levelled against him. Though 
the finding of the Enquiry Officer was not based on the 
evidence on record still then the Manager, Loyabad Coke 
Plant dismissed the concerned workman from service on 
the basis of enquiry report dated 18-2-88/5-3-88. The action 
of the management in dismissing the concerned workman 
from service is totally wrong, unjustified and illegal. He is 
entitled to get the relief of reinstatement in his service with 
full back wages and other benefits from the date of this 
suspension till the date of the effective reinstatement. 

Under such circumstances, it has been prayed before 
the Hon’ble Tribunal to hold that the action of the 
management is not justified and to pass an award granting 
the relief as prayed for. 

3. The case of the management is that the concerned 
workman was on duty in the office of the Loyabad Coke 
Plant in the night from 10 PM to 6 AM on 15-1-87. The 
office room was locked from outside. While he was on 
duty in the aforesaid shift, a theft occured in the office 
and after breaking open the lock. A sum of Rs. 31,603 was 
stolen during the period. An FIR was lodged with the Officer 
I/C, Loyabad P. S. on 16-1 -87 by letter dated 15-1-87. The 
theft could take place either due to carelessness/negligence 
or connivance of the concerned workman. A chargesheet 
dated 19-4-87 was issued to him under para 10(1), (3), (8), 
(12) and (22) of the Certified Standing Orders of Loyabad 
Coke Plant. The concerned workman submitted his reply/ 
explanation on 21-4-87 which was found not satisfactory. 
Thereafter Sri D. N. Jha, the then Dy. P. M. was appointed 
as Enquiry Officer, who conducted enquiry against the 
concerned workman on different dates in presence of the 
concerned workman. He was given full opportunity to 
defend his case. He appeared at the enquiry. The enquiry 
was conducted in Hindi. He fully participated in the 
enquiry. The concerned workman was found guilty of the 
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charges levelled against him. The Enquiry Officer submitted 
his report. The management concurred with the finding of 
the Enquiry Officer and he was dismissed by letter dated 
18-2-88/5-3-88 after approval of the competent authority. 
The dismissal of the concerned workman is fully justified 
and he is not entitled to any relief. 

It has been prayed that this Tribunal be pleased to 
hold that the action of the employer is dismissing the 
concerned workman is fully justified and he is not entitled 
to any relief. 

4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying some contents of the 
paragraphs of each other’s written statement. 

5. The departmental enquiry was held to be fair and 
proper by order dated 27-6-1994. 

6 . No oral argument has been advanced on behalf of 
either party. 

7. As per records I have gone through the written 
statements filed by the parties. 

The concerned workman, Chotan Gope, died on 
23-9-91 and his wife, Gano Gowalin has been substituted in 
his place. 

The concerned workman was working in Loyabad 
Coke Plant as a Night Guard from before nationalisation. 
The concerned workman was dismissed from service w.e.f. 
5-3-88 on the ground that when he was on duty in the 
office of the Loyabad Coke Plant, theft had taken place on 
15-1-87 when he was duty from 10 PM to 6 AM after 
breaking the lock and a sum of Rs. 71,603 was stolen. He 
admitted that he had gone out at 4 AM for 15 minutes for 
natural call which he used to do in the night shift. At that 
time Havildar was in petrolling duty so he could not meet 
him. When he was not available in his office the theft had 
taken place by breaking the lock. Chargesheet was issued 
against the concerned workman alleging that either he 
connived with the theft or he was negligent in his duty due 
to which the company had to suffer a loss of Rs. 71,603.1 
have gone through the enquiry papers and the Enquiry 
Officer found the charges levelled against the concerned 
workman fully proved and held him guilty of the charges. It 
shows that the concerned workman was negligent in his 
duty or he got connived with the theft. 

7. Considering the above facts and circumstances, 

I hold that the action of the management of Loyabad 
Coke Plant, Sijua Area of M/s. BCCL in dismissing 
Shri Chotan Gope, 1. D. Card No. 86186 vide their letter 
No. Pers/36-88/12023 dated 18-2/5-3-88 is justified. Hence, 
the concerned workman is not entitled to any relief. 

This is my Award. 

H.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ fecnl, 29 2012 
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New Delhi, the 29th February, 2012 

S.O. 1181. —In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
57/2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court-2, Dhanbad as shown in theAnnexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. BCCL, and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
29-2-2012 

[No. L-20012/168/2004-1R (C-l)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE TH E CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL (NO. 2) AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT: K1SHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(lXd) of the I.D.Act, 1947 

Reference No. 57 of2005 

PARTIES : Employers in relation to the management of 
Salanpur Colliery of M/s. BCCL and their 
workman. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman : None 

On behalf of the management : Mr. D. K. Verma, 

Ld Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 21 st February, 2012 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10(l)Cd) of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their order 
No. L-2001 21 168/2004-IR (C-1), dated the 2-6-2005. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whetherthe demand of the Janta Mazdoor Sangh 
from the management of Salanpur Colliery of 
M/s. BCCL for regularising Sri Amit Kumar Das as 
Cap Lamp Fitter is justified? If so, to what relief is 
concerned workman entitled and from what 
dated ?” 
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PARTIES : Employers in relation to the management of 
Kuiya Colliery of Area No. IX of BCCL and 


2. None represented the concerned union/workman 
Amit Kumar Das nor workman’s witness produced for 
evidence from the side of the union despite four Regd, 
notices dt.21-10-2010,21-12-2010,16-3*2011 and20-10-2011 
to the Regional President of the Union on its address 
noted in the Reference. Mr. D. K. Verma, the Ld. Advocate 
for the management is present. 

On perusal of the case record, it stands elear that the 
case has been pending for the evidence of the workman 
since 20-10-2010, for which the aforesaid four Regd. 
notices were issued to the union concerned, but in vain.The 
conduct of the union and the workman shows their loss of 
interest to peruse the case which is related to regularisation 
of the workman as a Cap Lam Fitter. Considering the 
disinterestedness of the union/workman, it is observed 
that it is useless to proceed with the case. Therefore, the 
case is dosed as no industrial dispute existent. Accordingly, 
an order is passed. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 
29 2012 
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New Delhi, the 29th February, 2012 

S.O. 1182. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 111/ 
2001 ) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court-2, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 

to the management of M/s. BCCL, and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
29-2-2012 

[No. L-20012/499/2000-IR (C-I)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL (NO. 2) AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT: KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 

10 (lXd)ofthe LD. Act, 1947 

Reference No. Ill of 2001 


APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman : None 

On behalf of the management : Mr. U. N. Lai 

Ld Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated, the 21st February, 2012 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10( 1 )(d) of the LD. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their order 
No. L-20012/499/2000-IR(C-l), dated 29-3-2001. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of 
M/s. BCCL in not regularising the services as 
Sri Dhiran Manjhi, as Cashier in Kuiya Colliery is 
justified, legal and proper? If not, to what relief is 
the workman entitled and from what dated ?” 

2. None represented the sponsoring union/workman 

Dhiran Manjhi. Mr. U. N. Lai, the Advocate for the 
management is present but no management witness 
produced for evidence in behalf of the management. 
Mr.Lal submits for the management that there is no need to 
produce any management witness, because not a single 
witness has been produced or examined on behalf of the 
union/workman in support of his case even after giving 
full opportunity to the union for it so the evidence of the 
workman was closed on 3-11 -2011. 

On perusal of the case record, I find that the case has 
been pending for the evidence of the workman since 
28-7-2005 for which ample opportunity was given to the 
union till now for workman evidence, for which Regd. 
notices dt. 8-11-2010 and show Cause Notice dt. 19-4-2011 
in addition to earlier Notices issued to the Secretary of the 
union concerned on its address as noted in the Reference. 
The conduct of the union as well as that of the workman all 
along shows his unwillingness to persue the case which is 
related to an issue of non-regularisation of the workman as 
a Cashier in Kuiya Colliery. 

In view of the aforesaid circumstances, I find 
proceeding with the case for infinity is worthless. Therefore 
the case is closed and accordingly an order of no dispute 
is passed. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 
fwt, 29^7^,2012 
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New Delhi, the 29th February, 2012 

S.O. 1183. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 133/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court-2, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. CCL, and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
29-2-2012. 

[No. L-20012/41/1999-IR (C-I)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL (NO. 2) AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT: KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(lXd) of the I.D.Act, 1947 

Reference No. 133 of 2001 

PARTIES : Employers in relation to the management of 
Govindpur Project of M/s. CCL and their 
workman. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman : None 

On behalf of the management : Mr. .D. K. Verma, 

Ld. Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

Dated, the 15th February, 2012 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10(I)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their order 
No. L-20012/4l/99-IR(C-l),dated 8-5-2001. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of Bihar Colliery Kamgar 
Union for treating S/Shri Dhaneshwar Rajwar & 9 
others as per annexure as regular workmen and 
payment of wages as per NC WA by the management 
of Govindpur Project of M/s. CCL is legal and 


justified? If so, to what relief the concerned workmen 
are entitled?” 

2. None represented the union/workman nor the 
workman’s witness produced despite Regd. notice the 
Union for it. Mr. D. K. Verma, Ld. Advocate for the 
Management is present. Since the case has been pending 
for the evidence of the workmen from 22-2-2006, for which 
the Regd. notices dt. 9-11 -2010,22-7-2011 and 29-11 -2011 
(Show cause) were issued to Shri Keshaw Singh Yadav, 
the Area Secretary of the union concerned on its address 
noted in the reference. The conduct of the Union/workmen 
clearly indicates their disinterestedness to persue the case 
which is related to their regularisation. 

In view of the aforesaid fact, proceeding with the 
case for infinity is not only useless but wastage of time 
and energy of this Tribunal; hence the case is closed and 
accordingly, an order of no dispute is passed. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 
3$%#, 29 WTft, 2012 
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New Delhi, the 29th February, 2012 

S.O. 1184. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 44/ 
2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ Labour 
Court-2, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. BCCL, and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
29-2-2012. 

[No. L-20012/81/2007-IR (C-I)] 

D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL ( NO. 2> AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT : SHRI KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(1 )(d) of the I.D.Act, 1947 

Reference No. 44 of2007 
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PARTIES: Employers in relation to the management of 
Sijua Area of M/s. BCCL and their workman. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman None 

On behalf of the management : Mr. D. K. Verma, 

Ld. Advocate. 

State: Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 15th February, 2012 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10(lXd) of die I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their order 
No. L-20012/81/2007-IR(CM-I), dated the 9-8-2007. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Sendra 
Bansjora Colliery of M/s. BCCL in denying 
regularization as PR Trammer to Shri Taras Ram BP, 
M/Loader is justified and legal ? If not, to what 
relief is the concerned workman entitled and from 
which date ?” 

2. None represented the Union/workman Taras Ram 
BP, the Miner Loader nor any written statement filed on his 
behalf by the union concerned despite four times Regd. 
notices. But Mr. D. K. Verma, Ld. Advocate for the 
Management is present. 

From the perusal of the case record, it stands clear 
that it has been pending for filling written statement on 
behalf of the union/workman abinitio, i.e., from 9-1-2008 
but despite Regd. notices dt.23-11-2020,18-2-2011,2T-4- 
2011 and 1-9-2011 to the Vice President of the union 
concerned on its address noted in the reference. It is quite 
dear that neither the Union nor the workman is interested 
to pursue the case. In view of the aforsaid facts, I find 
proceeding with the case for infinity is useless; hence the 
case is closed and accordingly an order of no dispute is 
passed. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 

^1^,29 Wtft, 2012 
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New Delhi, the 29th February, 2012 

S.O. 1185. — In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government IndustrialTribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Hyderabad (CGIT/LCID/15/2010 as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. SCCL and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
29-2-2012. 

[No. L-22013/1 /2012-lR (C-1I)3 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 
IN THE LOK ADALAT 

(For settlement of cases relating to CGIT cam Labour 
Court at Hyderabad Under Section 20 of the Legal 
Services Authorities Act, 1987) 

the 20th day of January, Two thousand and Twelve 

PRESENT. 

1. Sri Ved Prakash Gaur : Presiding Officer 

2. Sri C.Niranjan Rao : Member 

3. Sri : Member 

(Constituted U/s 19 of the LSA Act, 1987 by the 
APSLSA Order ROC No. 186/LSA/2006 dt.22-8-2006) 

In the matter of case No. LCID No. 15 of 2010/ 
PLAC No. 1/2012 

(On the file of CGIT cum Labour Court at Hyderabad) 

BETWEEN 

Janjarla Kishore, 

(EC.No.0997998), S/o Rajam, aged about 36 years, 
Ex-Badli Filler at GDK-6 Incline, 

Singareni Collieries Company Limited, 

Godavarikhani, 

Karimnagar District 

... PETITIONER 


AND 

1 .The Singareni Collieries Company Limited, 
rep. by its General Manager, 

Ramagundam Area-1, Ramagundam, 

Karimnagar Dist. 

2.The Colliery Manager, GDK-6 Incline, 

Singareni Collieries Company Limited, 

Godavarikhani, 

Karimnagar District. 

... RESPONDENTS 

This case is coming up before the Lok Adalat on 
20 -01-2012 for settlement in the presence of the applicant 
appearing in person / represented by his counsel Sri 
K. Vasudeva Reddy and the Respondent too, being present 
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in person / represented by his counsel, Sri P. A.V. V. S. 
Sarma on a perusal of the case record, after considering 
and hearing the case of both sides and with the consent of 
both side, the Lok Adalat has arrived at the following 
settlement and delivered the following. 

AWARD UNDER SECTION 21 OF THE 
L.S.A. ACT. 1987 

The petitioner had agreed to the following 
proposals of the Management, as the petitoner had put in 
100 musters in the two years of the preceding 5 years of 
dismissal and raised the dispute within three years from 
the date of dismissal from service. The contents are read 
over and explained to the petitioner in his language and 
agreed by him by signing the same. 

a. The petitioner workman agreed to treat his 
appointment as fresh appointment as Badli Filler 
without back wages and continuity of service subject 
to medical fitness by Company Medical Board. 

b. Irrespective of past designations, petitioner 
workman agrees to the appointment as Badli Filler 
afresh on Coal filling, wherever coal filling is available 
and need not be the same place where the workmen 
was last employed. 

c. The petitioner workman agrees for observation of 
one year with minimum mandatory 20 musters every 
month and review every three months on coal filing 
only is absolutely essential in the event of any short 
fall of attendance during the 3 months period, his 
services will be terminated without any further notice 
and enquiry. 

d. Respondent Management agreed that any forced 
absenteeism on account of mine accidents/natural 
disease, treatment taken at Company's Hospitals will 
be deemed as attendance during the trial period.. 

e. All other usual terms and conditions of 
appointment will be applicable i.e., transfer, hours of 
work, day of rest, holidays etc., for appointment 
afresh. 

This LCID is disposed of accordingly. The 
respondent management is directed to take him back to 
duty as Badli Filler afresh wherever coal filling is available. 

In agreement of the above, the parties/counsel have 
affixed their signatures/thumb impressions in the presence 
of the members of this Lok Adalat Bench. 

Sd./- illegible 

Signature of Applicant (s) 

Sd./- illegible 

Signature of Respondent (s) 

Sd./- illegible 

Signature of Counsel for Applicant (s) 

Sd./- illegible 


Signature of Counsel for Respondent (s) 

Signature of Presiding Officer & Members of the Bench 

1. Sri Ved Prakash Gaur 

2. Sri C.Niranjan Rao 

Note: -this award is final and binding on all the parties and 
no appeal shall lie to any court as per Section 21(2) of 
LSA. ACT 1987. 
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New Delhi, the 29th February, 2012 

S.O. 1186. — In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribubal-cum-Labour Court, 
Hyderabad (CGIT/LCID/17/2010 as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. SCCL. and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
29-2-2012. 

[No. L-22013/1/2012-IR (C-II)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 
IN THE LOK ADALAT 

(For settlement of cases relating to CG1T cum Labour 
Court at Hyderabad Under Section 20 of the Legal 
Services Authorities Act, 1987) 

the 20th day of January, Two thousand and Twelve 
PRESENT 

1. Sri Ved Prakash Gaur : Presiding Officer. 

2. Sri C.Niranjan Rao : Member 

3. Sri : Member 

(Constituted U/s 19 of the LSA Act, 1987 by the 
APSLSA Order ROC No. 186/LSA/2006 dt.22-8-2006) 

In the matter of case No. LCID NO. 17 of2010/PLAC 
No. 2 /2012 (On the file of CGIT cum Labour Court at 
Hyderabad) 

BETWEEN 

Erva Ravi, (EC No.0986735), 

S/o Rajamallu,aged about 38 years, worked as Coal Filler at 
KTK-2 Incline, 
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Singareni Collieries Company Limited, 

Bhupalpally 
Warangal Dist. 

... PETITIONER 

AND 

1 .The Singareni Collieries Company Limited, 
rep. by its General Manager, 

Bhupalpally, 

Warangal District 

2. The Superintendent of Mines, 

Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

KTK-2 Incline, Bhupalpally, 

Warangal District 

...RESPONDENTS 

This case is coming up before *he Lok Adalat on 
20-01-2012 for settlement in the presence of the applicant 
appearing in person / represented by his counsel Sri 
K. Vasudeva Reddy and the Respondent too, being present 
in person / represented by his counsel, Sri P.A. V. V. S. Sarma 
on a perusal of the case record, after considering and hearing 
the case of both sides and with the consent of both side, 
the Lok Adalat has arrived at the following settlement and 
delivered the following: 

AWARD UNDER SECTION 21 OF THE 
L.S.A. ACT., 1987 

The petitioner had agreed to the following 
proposals of the Management, as the petitoner had put in 
100 musters in the two years of the preceding 5 years of 
dismissal and raised the dispute within three years from 
the date of dismissal from service. The contents are read 
over and explained to the petitioner in his language and 
agreed by him by signing the same. 

a. The petitioner workman agreed to treat his 
appointment as fresh appointment as Badli Filler 
without back wages and continuity of service 
subject to medical fitness by Company Medical 
Board. 

b. Irrespective of pa-st designations, petitioner 
workman agrees to the appointment as Badli Filler 
afresh on Coal filling, wherever coal filling is available 
and need not be the same place where the workmen 

was last employed. 

c. The petitioner workman agrees for observation of 
one year with minimum mandatory 20 musters every 
month and review every three months on coal filing 
only ?s absolutely essential in the event of any short 
fall of attendance during the 3 months period, his 
services will be terminated without any further notice 
and enquiry. 

d. Respondent Management agreed that any forced 
absenteeism on Recount of mine accidents/natural 


disease, treatment taken at Company's Hospitals will 
be deemed as attendance during the trial period. 

e. All other usual terms and conditions of 
appointment will be applicable i.e., transfer, hours of 
work, day of rest, holidays etc., for appointment 
afresh. 

This LCID is disposed of accordingly. The 
respondent management is directed to take him back to 
duty as Badli Filler afresh wherever coal filling is available. 

In agreement of the above, the parties/counsel have 
affixed their signatures/thumb impressions in the presence 
of the members of this Lok Adalat Bench. 

Sd./- illegible 

Signature of Applicant (s) 

Sd./- illegible 

Signature of Respondent (s) 

Sd./- illegible 

Signature of Counsel for Applicant (s) 

Sd./- illegible 

Signature of Counsel for Respondent (s) 

Signature of Presiding Officer & Members of the Bench 

1. Sri Ved Prakash Gaur 

2. Sri C.Niranjan Rao 

Note: -This award is final and binding on all the parties and 
no appeal shall lie to any court as per Section 21(2) of 
LSA. ACT 1987. 

2 2012 
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New Delhi, the 2nd March, 2012 

S.O. 1187.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 46/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Mungoli O/C Mine 
of WCL, Western Coalfidds Limited and their workman, 
received by the Central Government on 2-3-2012. 

[No. L-22012/330/2006-IR (CM-II)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
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ANPTCXURE 

BEFORE SHRIJ.P.CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER* 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/46/2007 
Date: 25-2-2012 
Party No. 1 

(a) The Sub Area Manager, 

Mungoli O/CMineofWCL, 

Post Sakhra, 

Tah. Wani, 

Distt Yavatmal (MS) 

(b) The Chief General Manager, 

Wani Area, Western Coalfields Limited, 

Post Urjagram Tadali, 

Chandrapur (MS) 

Versus 

Party No. 2 

The General Secretary, 

Rashtriya Colliery Mazdoor Congress, 

Ambedkar Ward, 

Ballarpur, 

Chandrapur (MS) 

AWARD 

(Dated: 25th February, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workman Shri Sopar 
Linga Swamy, for adjudication, as per letter 
No.L-22012/330/2006-IR(CM-n) dated 13-08-2007, with the 
following schedule:- 

"Whethcr the action of the management of 
Mungoli Sub Area of WCL transferring Shri Sopar 
Linga Swamy alone without any vaild and 
reasonable gound, ignoring his VRS application 
submitted prior to such transfer is |egal and 
justified? If so, what relief is the workman 
entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were 
noticed to file their respective statement of claim and 
written statement and accordingly, the union "Rashtriya 
Colliery Mazdoor Congress,” (“the union” in short) filed 
the statement of claim on behalf of the Shri Sopar Linga 
Swamy, (“the workman” in short) and the management of 
the WCL, (“ Party No. 1 ” in short) filed its written statement. 

The case of the workman as projected in the 
statement of claim is that he is in service of the party no. I 
for more than 22 years and his service record is neat and 
clean and taking into consideration his good service 
record, the party no.l promoted him as blasting mazdoor 
in grade -IV and the party no.l started to harass him by 
one way or the other, in respect of his claim for travelling 


allowance, medical card and for the treatment of his family 
members and he filed an application for voluntary 
retirement scheme (“VRS” in short), but the party no.l 
without considering his VRS application, transferred 
him to out of the state, without any notice and such 
transferred is illegal, arbitrary and in violation of the 
provision of law and according to the clause 21.1 of the 
Standing Order, without notice the transfer of a worker is 
not permitted and the party no.l transferred him without 
any reason, only to harass him and according to the 
standing orders on VRS rules, the worker is to be intimated 
within a month about the acceptance of the application 
for VRS or otherwise, but the party no. 1 did not intimate 
him anything about his VRS application and though he 
requested for cancellation of his transfer on his family 
ground, the party no.l rejected his application and the 
party no. 1 also rejected the representation made by all the 
union leaders for cancellation of his transfer and denied 
to settle the disputed amicably and the party no.l also 
made the transfer without paying his arrear claim of Rs. 
35,000/- and as the action of the mapagement is illegal, it is 
4 necessary to set aside the transfer order and to allow him 
to re-join at Mungoli and to pay compensation of 
Rs. 50,000 to him by die party no. 1 for physical and mfittgl 
troubles. 

3. The party-m*! in its written statement has pleaded 
inter-alia that the dispute doesn’t amount to an industrial 
dispute as contemplated under section 2 K of the Act and 
therefore, the reference is liable to be rejected on that 
ground and as the reference is only in regard to the legality 
or otherwise of the transfer of the workman, the Tribunal 
has no jurisdiction to go outside the scope and ambit of 
the terms of reference and to decide the issue of VRS of 
the workman and the transfer of the workman as per order 
dated 18-10-2005 was effected and issued at the instance 
of the Headquarters of WCL, after carefully considering 
the performance of the workman and the transfer was 
purely on administrative grounds, as per the exigency of 
work and the transfer was bonafide and was not effected 
with any malafide intension and as such, the transfer was 
legal and justified and the case of the VRS of the workman 
did not affect adversely, due to his transfer from Mungoli 
to Kanhan area and the workman is not entitled for any 
relief. 

4. It is necessary to mention here that after filing of 
the written statement by the party no !, the workman was 
given number of opportunities to adduce evidence, on 
affidavit, in support of his claim, but as he did not adduce 
any evidence, evidence from his side was closed by order 
dated 23-05-2011. Thereafter, the workman remained absent 
and did not contest the case. It is also necessary to 
mention that management also deem.,-d to adduce any 
evidence, as the workman did not adduce any evidence. 

5. It is well settled that when a workman raises a 
dispute challenging the validity of an order passed against 
him, it is imperative for him to file written statement before 
the Industrial Court, setting out grounds on which the 
order is challenged and he must also produce evidence to 
prove his case. If the workman fails to appear or to file 
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written statement or to produce evidence, the dispute 
referred by the Government cannot be answered in his 
favour and he could not be entitled to any relief. 

In this case also, the workman has failed to produce 
any evidence in support of his claim and as such, the 
reference cannot be answered in his favour and he is not 
entitled to any relief. Hence, it is ordered:— 

ORDER 

The action of the management of Mungoli Sub Area 
of WCL transferring Shri Sopar Linga Swamy alone, 
ignoring his VRS application submitted prior to such 
transfer is legal and justified. The workman is not entitled 
to any relief. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 

^ 2 "RH*, 2012 
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New Delhi, the 2nd March, 2012 

S.O. 1188.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 193/ 
2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of WCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 2-3-2012. 

[No. L-22012/336/1994-IR (C-II)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

Advocate for the petitioner is present Nobody for the 
Management appears. P. O. is on leave. 

Call on 23-2-12 for further orders. 

BEFORE SHRI J.P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/193/2002 
Date: 23-2-2012 
Case No.CGIT/NGP/133/2002 
Party No. 1: 

The Sub Area Manager, 

WCL Sillewara, 

Tah. Saoner, 

Distt. Nagpur 


Versus 

Party No. 2: 

The General Secretary, 

Lai Zanda Coal Mines Mazdoor Union 
(CITU), Lai Chowk, 

Tah. Saoner, 

Distt. Nagpur. 

AWARD 

(Dated: 23 rd February, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workman Shri Faqir 

Mohammad, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/ 

336/94-1R (C-II) dated 23-'0-2002, with the following 
schedule: — 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of WCL irt 
not giving wage protection to Faqir Mohammad on 
conversion from piece rated to time rated worker is legal 
and justified? If not, what relief he is entitled to?” 

2. . On receipt of the reference, the parties were 
noticed to file their respective statement of claim and 
written statement and accordingly, the union “Lai Zanda 
Coal Mines Mazdoor Union” (“the Union” in short) filed 
the statement of claim on behalf of the workman Faqir 
Mohammad, (“the workman” in short) and the 
management of the WCL (“ Party No. 1 ” in short) filed its 
written statement. 

During the pendency of the reference the 
management on 13-11-2006 filed a pursis, intimating the 
death of the workman. The management also furnished 
the name of the wife of the deceased workman. Notice 
sent to the wife of the deceased workman by registered 
post with AD was back without service with the report of 
the postal department that the addressee was not residing 
in the address mentioned in the letter. 

On 23-02-2012 the advocate for the workman filed 
an application to dismiss the case stating that the workman 
is already dead and his legal heirs are not traceable. 

In view of the above facts there is no other alternative 
then to pass an award of no dispute in this case. Hence, it 
is ordered :— 

ORDER 

The reference be treated as no dispute award. The 
application filed by the advocate for the petitioner may be 
treated as the part of the award. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 2nd March, 2012 

S.O. 1189.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 34/2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in theAnnexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of FCI, and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 02-03-2012. 

[No. L-22012/484/1994-IR (C-II)J 

D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/34/200I Date: 23-02-2012 


Party No. 1 

: The District Manager, 

Food Corporation of India, 

Ajni, Nagpur—(MS) 


Versus 

Party No. 2 

: The Secretary 

FCI Employees Association, Nagpur Unit, 
Ajni, Nagpur. 


AWARD 


(Dated: 23rd February, 2012) 


In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government had referred the Industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of Food Corporation of India ard their 
workman Shri A.P. Lokhande, to CGIT-Cum-Labour Court, 
Jabalpur for adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/FM84/ 
94-IR (C-II) dated 04-01 -95, with the following schedule:— 

“Whetherthe action of FCI, Nagpur in not allowing 
two addl. Increments w.e.f. 01-01-85 on acquiring 
higher qualification to Sh. A.P. Lokhande, Asstt. 
Grade III (D) is justified? If not, what relief is the 
workman entitled to?” 


Subsequently, the reference was transferred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication in accordance with law. 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly, the anion, “FCI Employees 
Association” (“the union” in short) filed the statement of 
claim on behalf of the workman, Shri A.P. Lokhande, (“the 
workman” in short) and the management of the Food 
Corporation of India (“Party No. 1 ” in short) filed its written 
statement. 

The case of the workman as presented by the union 
in the statement of claim is that the workman was appointed 
asAG-IIi(D) on 13-07-1977 at Nagpur and was confirmed 
as AG-III(D) w.e.f. 12-07-1978, after completion of his 
probation period satisfactorily and during his service, the 
workman passed M.Com examination in the year 1978 and 
the additional qualification was recorded in his service 
record after compliance of the required formalities by the 
workman and as per circular No. 19/1988 dated 01-07-1988, 
the workman was entitled for grant of two increments on 
acquiring additional qualification during his service carrier 
and accordingly, the workman applied for the benefit vide 
his representation dated 08-08-1988 to the Zonal Manager 
(W), FCI, Bombay and the workman again submitted a 
representation on 30-03-1999, for grant of the increments 
and the party no. 1 vide memo dated 31 -05-1993 intimated 
that the workman is not eligible for grant of incentive 
increments under the scheme, as per item no. 2 of 
Headquarters' circular no. 64/86 and the workman had 
submitted representation, on memo dated 15-06-1978, which 
was received by him on 22-06-1978, within the stipulated 
time prescribed for submission of representation but the 
party no. 1 failed to communicate the decision taken on the 
representation of the workman till date and as no decision 
was received, it can be presumed that remarks against the 
workman were expunged and due to expunction of the 
remarks, party no. 1 vide office order dated 23-05-1980,. 
confirmed the workman in the post of AG-Ill (D) w.e.f. 
12-07-1978 and in view of the confirmation and expunction 
of remarks, the workman did not come under the purview 
of item no. 2 of the Headquarters’ circular no. 64/86 dated 
15-10-1986, and from the above facts, it is crystal clear that 
the workman is entitled for two additional increments for 
acquiring additional qualification during his service carrier, 
as per circular no. 19/1988. Prayer has been made for grant 
of two increments to the workman w.e.f. 01-01-1985 with 
arrears. 

3. The party no. I in its written statement has admitted 
the appointment and confirmation of the workman as AG- 
III(D) w.e.f. 12-07-1978. However, the party no. 1 has pleaded 
that the workman studied M.Com privately and no 
permission for executing higher studies (M.Com) was 
obtained by him, from the competent authority and 
according to the instructions laid down in the Headquaters’ 
circular no. 40/1985, all the employees have to obtain prior 
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peimission for prosecuting higher studies, for availing the 
benefits of incentive increments, but the workman did not 
comply with the provision as laid down in the circular no. 
40/1985 and there were adverse remarks in the C.R. of the 
workman in the year 1977, which were duly communicated 
to him at relevant point of time, against which, no 
representation was made and therefore, the said remarks 
subsist as on date and adverse remarks on CR disentitle an 
employee to get the benefits of incentive increments, as 
pdr sub-para VII & VIII of para 4 of EP circular no. 40/1985 
dated 29-07-1985 and during the service of the workman, 
he passed M.Com. examination in 1978 and additional 
qualification was recorded in his service record and as per 
circular no. 40/1985, employees are eligible for the benefit, 
subject to the terms and conditions that they should have 
acquired qualification from recognized university during 
course of their service in FCI, with prior permission of the 
competent authority of the corporation and they should 
epclose permission letter of competent authority for 
acquiring such qualification and it is also one of the 
conditions that the employee should have good record 
and satisfactory works performance and CR and as the 
workman did not enclose the copy of the permission letter 
from competent authority for acquiring higher qualification 
and adverse remarks were recorded in his CR in the year 
1977, which were duly communicated to him by the party 
no. 1 by letter dated 23-01-1989, he was not entitled for the 
increments and the workman was confirmed in service on 
the basis of satisfactory probation reports and the workman 
is not entitled for any other relief. 

4. In his rejoinder, it has been pleaded on behalf of 
the workman that the workman had applied for permission 
for higher studies through Asstt. Manager (D), of 
phadrawati and accordingly he had appeared in the 
examination of M.Com 2nd year in March, 1978 and had 
taken leave for appearing in the examination and on passing 
of M.Com examination, he applied for entry in the service 
book through the Asstt. Manager, FCI, Bhadrawati on 
09-10-1978 and accordingly, the party no. 1 had entered the 
higher eductional qualifiction in the service books and 
•records and such entries clearly show that the workman 
lhad obtained prior permission for appearing in the 
(examination and unless such permission had been taken, 
j no entry should have been made by the management in the 
^service records of the workman regarding his higher 
qualification and the workman had made representation 
against the adverse confidential reports for the year 1977 
to the Regional Manager, FCI, Bombay through the Asstt. 
Manager (D), FCI, Bhadrawati on 27-07-1978 and the same 
was received by Shri Sudama Ram, the then Asstt. Manager 
(D), and acknowdedgment was given by the said officer on 
the office copy of the workman and there was no 
communiction regarding the decision taken on the 
representation of the workman regarding the adverse CR 
: for the year 1977 and as such, it can be held that the 
workman is entitled for reliefs. 


2012/CHAITRA 4,1934 

5. In this case, though the workman had filed his 
evidence on affidavit and evidence of one Virendra Kumar 
Bharti on affidavit had been filed on behalf of party no. 1, 
neither the workman nor the witness for the party no. 1, 
remained prsent for cross-examination and as there was no 
cross-examination, the oral evidence adduced by the parties 
cannot be taken into consideration. 

6. In this case, there in no dispute that the workman 
was appointed as AG-ill(D) and he was confirmed in the 
said post w.e.f. 12-07-1978. It is also not disputed that in 
the year, the workman passed M.Com examination and such 
additional qualification was entered in his service records. 

It is also not disputed that as per circular 19 of 1988, an 
employee of FCI is entitled for 2 incentive increments for 
acquiring higher qualification during his service period and 
the workman after passing M.Com examination, applied for 
grant of the incentive increments in terms of circular no. 19 
of 1988 but management refused to grant such increments 
on the ground of adverse entry in the CR of the workman in 
1977. 

It is necessary to mention here that the party no. 1 
has claimed that the workman is not entitled for the 
increments, as because he did not obtain prior permission 
of the competent authority for appearing in M.Com 
examination and there were the adverse entry in his CR for 
1977, which made him disentitled for getting the benefit. 

7. It was argued on behalf of the workman that as the 
additional qualification acquired by the workman was duly 
entered in the service records of the workman and he was 
permitted to appear in the M.Com examination, it can be 
presumed that the workman was duly permitted by the 
competent authority for acquiring the additional 
qualification. It was also submitted that both the probation 
reports relating to the periods from 13-07-1977 to 
12-01-1978 and 13 -01 -1978 to 12-07-1978 of the workman 
were considered by the appointing authority before he 
was confirmed in the post and as such, the adverse remarks 
in the CR for the year 1977 was not required to be considered 
for refusing the increments and the said remarks do not 
hold good, in view of the probation reports and the workman 
had represented against the adverse CR on 27-07-1978, but 
no decision was conveyed to him, which is bad in law and 
as such, the said adverse remarks cannot be taken into 
account for refusal of granting increments. 

8. On the other hand, it was submitted by the party 
no. 1 that as per office circular no. 40/1985, the employee 
has to obtain prior permission for perusing his studies to 
get promotion, increment etc. and the workman did not 
obtain any prior permission from the competent authority 
for appearing in the M.Com examination and therefore, he 
is not entitled to get the increments. It was further submitted 
that though in the two probation reports, there was no 
adverse remarks against the workman, the same cannot be 
taken as ground that the subsequent conduct of the 
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workman was satisfactory and no adverse remarks can be 
given for the subsequent conduct of the workman and as 
there were adverse remark in the CR of the workman, he is 
not entitled for increment, as per circular 64 of 1986 and 
there was no representation from the side of the workman 
against such adverse remarks. 

9. Admittedly, the workman had not filed any 
document to show that he had taken prior permission of 
the competent authority to appear in the M.Com. 
examination. From the mere entry in the service records of 
the workman regarding his acquiring of additional 
qualification, it cannot be held that the workman had 
obtained prior permission of the competent authority to 
appear in the examination. 

It is not disputed that there was adverse remarks in 
the CR of the workman for 1977. As per the workman, he 
made representation against such adverse entry in the CR 
on 27-07-1978 and the management failed to communicate 
the decision on his representation. The party no. 1 has 
taken the plea that no representation was made by the 
workman against the adverse entry in the CR. To show that 
he had made representation to expunge the adverse entry, 
the workman has filed a copy of letter addressed to the 
Regional Manager, FCI Bombay through proper channel. 
According to the workman, the same was received by the 
Asstt. Manager, Shri Sudama Ram. However, on perusal of 
the said copy of application, it is found that though there 
is a initial with the date 27-07-1978 on the body of the said 
application, there is nothing on record to show that the 
said application was received by the said Asstt. Manager 
and the initial on the application was that of Shri Sudama 
Ram. There in no seal or designation below the initial 
appearing in the application. The workman has also not 
produced any document to show that his representation 
was submitted officially and the same was forwarded to 
the concerned authority. It is necessary to mention here 
that though in the statement of claim, it has been mentioned 
that the workman received the memo dated 15-06-1978 about 
the adverse remarks, on 22-06-1978 and made the 
representation on 27-07-1978, in the rejonder it has been 
mentioned that the management failed to communicate the 
recording ofACR of 1977 to the workman prior to 1989. If 
the ACR of 1977 was not communicated to the workman 
prior to 1989, then it is not known, as to how, the workman 
made representation on 27-07-1978. It is also necessary to 
mention here that the letter intimating about the adverse 
CR have not been filed by the workman to show the actual 
date of communication of adverse remarks in the CR to 
him. Hence, it is doubtful that the workman had made any 
representation against the adverse entry in the CR. 

10. Sub-clause (IV) of clause 4 of Circular 40 of 1985 
provides that for grant of incentive increments for acquiring 
higher qualification, the employee has to produce the 
permission of the competent authority for acquiring such 
qualification. Sub-clause (VII) of clause 4 of the circular 


says that grant of qualification incentive shall be subject 
to the good records and satisfactory work performance 
and CRs in respect of the concern employee. 

11. In this case, the workman has not produced the 
permission letter of the competent authority for appearing 
in the M.Com. examination and there was also adverse 
entries in the CR for the year 1977 and as such, the workman 
is not entitled for the incentive increments, in view of 
circular 40 of 1985. Hence, it is ordered: 

ORDER 

The action of FCI, Nagpur in not allowing two addl. 
Increments w.e.f. 01-01-1985 on acquiring higher 
qualification to Sh. A.R Lokhande, Asstt. Grade III (D) is 
justified. The workman is not entitled to any relief. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
2 2012 
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New Delhi, the 2nd March, 2012 

S.O. 1190.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 52/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Murpar Project of 
(Umrer Area of WCL, WCL Contractor, Singhnagar, 
Dahegaon, and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 02-03-2012. 

[No. L-22012/367/2002-IR (CM-II)] 

D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/52/2006 Date: 28-02-2012 

Party No. 1 (A) : The Sub Area Manager, WCL 

Murpar Project of (Umrer Area) of WCL, 
Post: Khadsanghi, Tah-Chimur, 
Distt. Chandrapur (MS 
(B): M/s. Singh & Sons, 

WCL Contractor, Singhnagar, Dahegaon 
Chhindwara Road, Distt. Nagpur (MS) 
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Versus 


Ffarty No. 2 : Shri Pandhari S/o.Sh. Mahadev 

Walake, 

R/o. Khadsangi, Post: Khadsangi, 
Teh.-Chimur, Distt. Chandrapur 
Maharashtra. 

AWARD 

(Dated: 23 th February, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
b-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
^hort), the Central Government has referred the Industrial 
lj)ispute between the employers, in relation to the 
tfranagement of WCL and their workman Shri Pandhari 
Jdahadev Walake, for adjudication, as per letter No. 
t-22012/367/2002-IR (CM-II), dated 21 -03-2006, with the 
following schedule:— 

“Whether the action of the management of WCL 
and M/s. Singh & Sons Contractor of WCL in 
terminating the services of Shri Pandhari S/o. 
Mahadev Walake, is legal and justified? If not, 
what relief he is entitled ?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
^o file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly, the workman Shri Pandhari 
[Walake, (“the workman” in short) and the management of 
jthe WCL (“Partry No. 1” in short) filed its written statement. 

The case of the claimant is that there is a coal mine at 
iMurpar, which is known as “W.C. Ltd. Murpar Project” 
land the same is under the control and supervision of party 
jno. 1 (a) i.e. Sub-Area Manager, Murpar Project and party 
mo. 1(a) engaged M/s. Bharat Gold Mines Ltd., Karnataka 
| for the purpose of preparing underground road upto the 
I border of coal for the said coal mine and the contract of the 
i said work was from 1992 to 1996 and the party no. 1 (a) also 
| engaged party no. 1 (b). M/s. Singh & Sons in its work 
| w.e.f. 05-01-1997 and till party no. 1 (b) is working with 
i party no. 1 (a) for the purpose of preparing the 
I underground roads for functioning of the said coal mine 
! and he was engaged by M/s. Bharat Gold Mines Ltd., 
Karnataka as a pump khalasi on 28-10-1993 and he 
continued to work till 02-07-1996 and, thereafter, his services 
were utilized by party no. 1 (b) w.e.f. 01-05-1997 
continuously till 28-12-2001 and party no. 1 (a) sent him for 
I vocational training from time to time and he had under 
I gone the said training successfully and as such, he is a 
: workman/employee of party no. I (a) and party no. 1(a) is 
the principal employer and his appointment by both the 
contractors was oral and the party no. 1 (b) terminated his 
services orally w.e.f. 29-12-2001 and he had worked for 
j more than 240 days preceding to his termination and while 
terminating his services, mandatory provisions of Section 
25-F of the Act were not complied with and neither one 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii>] 

month’s notice nor one month’s wages in lieu of notice nor 
retrenchment compensation was paid to him by parties no. 

1 (a) and (b) and as such termination of his services is 
illegal and though at the time of his termination, more than 
700 workers were working with parties no. 1 (a) and (b), 
they did not prepare and publish final seniority list of all 
the workers including himself, at least seven days prior to 
the termination, as provided under Rule 77 of the Industrial 
Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and there was no compliance 
of Section 25-F of the Act and the termination of his services 
amounted to .retrenchment and at the time of his 
retrenchment,, plenty of work was available and now also, 
plenty of work is available with parties no. 1(a) and 1(b), 
but they did not re-employ him in violation of Section 25-H 
of the Act. It is further pleaded by the claimant that he 
alongwith other workers had submitted charter of various 
demand to the parties no. 1(a) and 1 (b) but they did not 
fulfill the same and for that a dispute was pending before 
the ALC (C) Chandrapur and for the said reason, his services 
with many other workers were terminated and wages for 
December 2001 was not paid to him and as party no. 1 was 
the principal employer and party no. 1 (b) was the contractor 
of party no. 1 (a), for each and every act of the party no. 
1(b), the party no. 1 (a) was responsible and as such, the 
party no. 1 (a) is responsible for his illegal termination. The 
workman has prayed for his reinstatement in service with 
continuity and full back wages. 

3. The party no. 1 (a) resisted the claim filing its written 
statement. It is necessary to mention here that inspite of 
notice, party no. 1 (b) neither appeared in the case nor 
contested the claim. 

In its written statement, the party no. 1 (a) has pleaded 
inter-aliathat it had entered into a contract with M/s. Bharat 
Gold Mines Limited for carring out open excavation, for 
construction of a pair of inclines and inclined shaft sinking 
in the coal mine of Murpar Project and as per the terms of 
contract, the open excavation work was to be completed 
within a period of V/% months and the incline shaft drivage 
within eight months and it also awarded another contract 
to party no. 1 (b) for construction of drivage of a pair of 
incline shaft through sedimentary rocks like sand stone 
from seam VII to seam V at Murpar project of which the 
date of commencement and completion were 01-01-1997 
and 28-02-1998 respectively and after a gap of 15 months, 
another contract was given to party no. 1(b) for 
construction of drivage of incline shaft at Murpar project 
and the dates of commencement and completion of the 
said contract were 29-05-1999 and 01-12-2001 respectively 
and it [party no.l (a)] was related to party' no. 1(b) only as 
per the terms of contract and it was not at all responsible 
for providing employees to the contractors and it was the 
duty of the contracts to appoint the employees as per their 
need. It is further pleaded by the party no. 1 (a) that as per 
the provisions of the Mines Act, every person, whether 
employed by the principal employer or the contractor. 
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whether in a casual capacity or in permanent capacity, to 
work in an underground mine, is required to be imparted 
vocational training by the principal employer and the cost 
of the training is borne by the contractor concerned and 
the engagement of the labourers was the job of the 
contractor and it was no way involved in the matter and no 
document has been produced by the workman to show 
that he was appointed by it and the contractor had appointed 
the workman till the completion of the contract and the 
documents filed by the workman show that he was 
appointed by party no. 1 (b) for contract works at Murpar 
project, as a temporary contingent labour in the project 
and in view of the principles enunciated by the Hon.ble 
Apex Court in the case of State of Karnataka Vs. Umadevi, 
Union Public Service Commission Vs. Girish Jayanti [2006 
(2) Scale 115] and many others, the workman is not entitled 
for regularization or reinstatement in service as he was a 
temporary workman. 

The further case of party no. 1(a) is that it has been 
entering into various contracts with various persons and 
such and every contract is an independent contract, which 
cannot be clubbed with each other and there was no nexus 
between the contract given to M/s. Bharat Gold Mines 
Ltd. and the contract given to party no. 1 (b), as they were 
of having different legal entities and if they had engaged 
the same workman for doing separate works, the workman 
did not become permanent or entitle for regularization and 
there was never any relationship of employer and employee 
between it and the workman and he was never in its 
employment and as such, there was no question of 
compliance of the principles of section 25-F, 25-G or H of 
the Act or payment of wages by it to the workman and the 
workman is not entitled for any relief. 

4. It is necessary to mention here that though the 
applicant had filed his own evidence on affidavit in support 
of his claim, subsequently, he did not appear to face the 
cross-examination. Management also remained absent. As 
both the parties remained absent and none appears on 
behalf of either of the parties, the case was closed on 28- 
02-2012 and was posted for award. 

It is well settled that if a party challenges the legality 
of an order, the burden lies upon him to prove illegality of 
the order and if no evidence is produced, the party invoking 
the jurisdiction of the court must fail, Whenever, a workman 
raises a dispute challenging the validity of termination of 
service, it is imperative for him to file written statement of 
claim before the Industrial Tribunal, setting out grounds, 
on which the order is challenged and he also must produce 
evidence to prove his case. If the workman fails to appear 
or produce evidence, the dispute referred by the Government 
cannot be answered in favour of the workman and he would 
not be entitled to any relief. 

In this case, though the claimant had filed the 
statement of claim, he failed to appear or to produce 


evidence to prove his case. Hence it is found that the 
claimant has failed to prove his case and therefore, he is 
not entitled to any relief. Hence, it is ordered:- 

ORDER 

The reference is answered against the claimant and 
the claimant,Shri Pandhari Mahadev Walake is not entitled 
for any relief. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
5 2012 

^iT.3TT.1191.—1947 ( 1947 
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New Delhi, the 5th March, 2012 

S.O. 1191. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. LC No. 125/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Hyderbad now as shown mtheAnnexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Visakhapatnam Port Trust and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 12-02-2012. 

[No. L-39025/1 /2010-IR (B-II)] 
SHEESH RAM, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERBAD 

PRESENTShri Ved Prakash Gaur Presiding Officer 
Dated the 29th day of November, 2011 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C.No. 125/2006 

Between: 

Sri Ch. Jagannadha Reddy, 

S/o. Late Raja Reddy, 

R/o. MIG 61, Madhavadhara HUDA Colony, 

Marripalem P.O. 

Visakhapatanam-530018 ....Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Chairman & Managing Director, 
Visakhapatanam Port Trust, 

Visakhapatanam 
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2 The Deputy Chairman, 

Visakhapatanam Port Trust, 

Visakhapatanam 

3. The Chief Medical Officer, 

Visakhapatanam Port Trust, 

Visakhapatanam .Respondents 

Appearances: 

For the Petitioner M/s. Dr. P.B. Vijaya Kumar-and 

A.V.S. Laxmi, Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s.D.V. Subba Raoand D.VS.S. 

Somayajulu, Advocates 

AWARD 

Sri Ch. Jagannadha Reddy, ex-employee of 
Visakhapatanam Port Trust has fifed This petition under 
Sec. 2 A (2) challenging the punishment order ofdismissal 
dated 14-7-2003. 

2. The Petitioner alleged in his claim statement that 

he joined in the Respondent’s oiganizadon on 22-1-1971 
as Messenger. Subsequently he was prmoted as clerk in 
the year as Junior Assfciattt in the year 1985. 

While so,1«was issued with ehaigeriwet dated 3-12-1988 
alleging that he has sent two letters to ^Superintendent 
of Police, C.B.I. Visakhapatanam containing allegations 
the CMO and Others, Vfoakhapatanam Port Tmst for which 
Petitioner gave explanation. Management instituted enquiry 
proceeding, upon provmgcharges he was reverted to lower 
post of Peon by the 3rd Respondent. As he approached 
Hon’Me High Court of A.P.Hyd«sabadby’WP. 7150/1990, 
his punishment of reversion was quashed,but he was 
dismissed from service by the Respondent vide 
proceedings dated 14-07-2003 which is illegal, arbitrary and 
contrary to the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, 
Hence, this petition. 

3. Respondent filed counter statement stating therein 
that there was no violation of statutory provisions or the 
rules which are applicable to him in initiating and 
conducting the disciplinary proceedings relating to the 
charge sheet issued to the workman. The punishment 
imposedthe Petitioner is in accordance with law and 
there in no disproportionality of the punishment for the 
misconduct committed as such, the proceedings dated 
14-7-2003 is in accordance with law and the Petitioner is 
not entitled for reinstatement. Hence, the petition is liable 
to be dismissed. 

4. On 29-11-2011 both parties called absent. 
Respondent has not filed documents in support of his 
counter statement and Petitioner also has not filed evidence 
in support of claim, as such petition is dismissed in absence 
of eWftftce. Accordingly, a Nil Award is passed in absence 
of evidenc. 

Award passed accordingly, Transmit. 


Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 29th day of 
November, 2011. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for the 
die Petitioner Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

NIL 

6 2012 
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[U ^R-38013/10/2012-T^^R-l] 

New Delhi, the 6th March, 2012 

S.O. H92.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) th6 Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1st April, 2012, as the date on which 
the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 
which have already been brough into force) and Chapter-V 
and VI [except sub-section (1) of Section 76 and Sections 
77, 78, 79 and 81 which have already been brough into 
force] of the said Act shall come into force in the following 
areas in the State of Chhattisgarh namely:- 

Revenue Villages of Mandir Hasaud, Kurud, Nakti, 
Dhansuli, Bahanakadi, Munraithi, Jugaisar, Sonpairi, 
Kutaisar, Godhi, Shivani, Baktara, Darba, South, Khuteri, 
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Umariya, Parsada, Nava Gaun (Chhatauna), Chhatauna, 
Reeko, Sendh, Palaud, Chhecha, Barauda, Kotrabhata, 
Kayabadha, Chandkhuri, Munagi, Nardha, Khapari in 
Tehsil-Arang, District- Raipur and 

Revanue Villages of Temari, Funuhar, Labhandi, 
Tamasivani, Dodekhurd, Saragaon, Sakari, Daldalsivani, 
Saddu, Zero Point, Mana and Mana ariport area in Tehsil- 
Raipur, District- Raipur. 

[No. S-38013/10/2012-S.S.-I] 
NARESH JAISWAL, Under Secy. 
H$fo#,6 RTd, 2012 

W.31T.1193,—StfafWT, 1948 (1948 
hr 34) nft vm-i ^ hr- urn (3) m m Tifawf m 
RHtR R<4>K y,n\SKi 01 31^1, 2012 wit 

HTfta nt fri 3 Itr t, faswt fff # 

3TtRTR-4 (44H45 VRTH> faqiqFtRB*tTFJH t\ ^JH>t$) 
&vm-5 3fc 6 (vm-76 hr-ukt (l) afo vm 77,78, 
79 81 ^fiRR^RF^tf 

sSdttFItf TFR Hi fdHftrlRafl *Nf "SFJH Ff*t, 3T«rftf : 
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*t , KHiftl'4»l Hit #R3lf Hi <Hn4n 3TT^ HTC^ it* I " 

[■R HR-38013/09/2012-^ RR-I ] 
'sn««innn, 

New Delhi, the 6th March, 2012 

S.0.1193In exercise of die powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1st April, 2012, as the date on which 
the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 
which have already been brough into force) and Chapter-V 
and VI (except Sub-Section (1) of Section 76 and Sections 
77, 78, 79 and 81 which have already been brough into 
force) of the said Act shall come into force in the following 
areas in the State of Chhattisgarh namely:- 

“ Revenue Villages of Dhamtari, Rudri, Aijooni, 
Sambalpur, Ratnabandha, Amadi, Achhota, and all the areas 
falling within the Municipal limits of Dhamtari in Tehsil 
Dhamtari, District Dhamtari” 

[No. S- 38013/09/2012-S.S.-I] 
NARESH JAISWAL, Under Secy, 
ftwft, 7 2012 

Wrr.WT, 1194.—HT^HTft TFR *tHT STfafHHR, 1948 
(1948 HiT 34) H?t HRT-1 H»t FR-HR (3) SRHHH HlfaRf 
HH HHtn ^ W&K 01 3?fo, 2012 Hi) 

7R aifl<S ^ <titcfl <5*0 ^ 
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'jHHRRH, 3R*HlfaH 
New Delhi, the 7th March, 2012 


S.O.1194.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1st April, 2012, as the date on which 
the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 
which have already been brough into force) and Chapter-V 
and VI (except Sub-Section (1) of Section 76 and Sections 
77, 78, 79 and 81 which have already been brough into 
force) of the skid Act shall come into forc*»tfee fallowing 
areas in the State of Karnataka namely:— 


SI. No. Name of the Rev. Hobli Taluk DMct 

Village or Municipal 
Limits 


1. 

Koppal 

Koppal Koppal Koppal 

z 

Ginigera 

Koppal Koppal Koppal 

3. 

Kanakapur 

Koppal Koppal Koppal 

4. 

Hirebeganal 

Koppal Koppal Koppal 

5. 

Allanagar 

Koppal Koppal Koppal 

6. 

Bevinahalli 

Hitnal Koppal Koppal 


[No. S-38013/13/2012-SS-I] 
NARESH JAISWAL, Under Secy. 
7 W$, 2012 


HiT.3R.1195—7F5R «ftRT 3 TMhRR, 1948 
(1948 HiT 34) H?t HR-1 Hit HR- UTTT( 3) SR TO HlflWHlf 
HiTHitf5R, W&K Rd^SKI 01 3T&T,2012^ 
TR Tirfhsr ^ 3 f, f4R4>) 3TfuPlMH ^ 

3?®FR-4 (44 ^ 45 VTR ^ ^ ^ 

i) 3TWR-5 3^ 6 (^RT-76 ^ ’3R-*TR1 (1 ) 3?ft RTR 
-77, 78, 79 3?^ 81 ^ fWR RF^ Ft TPfW RH ^ 
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[TT. ^-38013/14/2012-^^-1] 
HtTT W’roraw, 3T5R Ttfqq 
New Delhi, the 7th March, 2012 


S.0.1195.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1st April, 2012, as the date on 
which the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 
44 and 45 which have already been brough into force) 
and Chapter-V and VI (except Sub-Section (1) of 
Section 76 and Sections 77, 78, 79 and 81 which have 
already been brough into force) of the said Act shall 
come into force in the following areas in the State of 
Karnataka namely:— 


SI. No. Name of the Rev. 

Hobli 

taluk 

District 

Village or Municipal 




Limits 




1. Varur 

Chebbi 

Hubli 

Dharwar 


[No. S-38013/14/2012-SS-I] 
NARESH JAISWAL, Under Secy. 

M 7 2012 

W.3ff.1196. —■ 37ft#m, 1948 (1948 
34 ) qro-i 3*1-urn (3) sro ^ 

#T ^tT, WftK trd^SKI 01 2012 ^377 

^ FT fW7 t, 1*171+1 SlfVftTP ^ 
^Kqrq-4 ( 44 ^ 45 ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

3TWT-5 3tk6 (t^RT-76^t39-tTRT (1) 3?k EITCT -77, 78, 
79 37k 81 t) 

tJrfom 7FT ^ fHHfafGRl 3 HftT 3T«tfrf 

“wTita 5*f, f^n ^ ttffi irm ^trf, 
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[77X^-38013/11/2012/^^-1] 

New Delhi, the 7th March, 2012 

S.O. 1196.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1st April, 2012, as the date on which 


the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 
which have already been brough into force) and Chapter-V 
and VI (except Sub-Section (1) of Section 76 and Sections 
77, 78, 79 and 81 which have already been brough into 
force) of the said Act shall come into force in the following 
areas in the State of Chattisgarh namely:— 

“Areas falling within the revenue villages of Rasmara, 
Borai, Anjora, Jewara, Sirsa, Kuthrel in Tehsil Durg, District 
Durg and revenue villages of Mudipar, Parmarkasa, 
Potayakala, Anjora in Tehsil Rajnandgaon, District 
Rajnandgaon.” 

[No. S-38013/11/2012-SS-I] 
NARESH JAISWAL, Under Secy, 
fecnl, 13 hi4, 2012 

^T.3TU197.—wrm 1948 (1948 

<ft 34 ) ^ tmr-i ^ (3) sro wm 

■brn ^tT, tk+k t i '^5171 oi srita, 2012 ^ 

ft 3 fwr ? :d: $ f^nr^r 35 a 37f*#m ^ 

3pnn<4-4 (44 T 45 tlKT Ti ^ ^ 

3TOTPT-5 3^6 (TTTT-76 ^ 3T-TTCT (1) sfc «TRT -77, 78, 
79 3?k 8i ^ ft) ^ ^ 

TPT ^ ftRfaf&rl $Ni 3 ^PfrT 37^ 

?T.Tt. 7RTT Ttm tjbtnl nng«h f^TeTT 


1. 

3. 

4. dblfauUKrcft 


Ti. 3TR.^CR ^ 

Tk37TT.^<.H 


[77. T^-38013/12/2012-^n^T-I] 
’tkl 31d< Tlfd^ 

New Delhi, the 13th March, 2012 


S.O. 1197.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1st April, 2012, as the date on which 
the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 
which have already been brough into force) and Chapter-V 
and VI (except Sub-Section (1) of Section 76 and Sections 
77, 78, 79 and 81 which have already been brough into 
force) of the said Act shall come into force in the following 
areas in the State of Karnataka namely :- 


SI. Name of the Rev. Hobli Taluk District 
No. Village or 

Municipal Limits _ 

1. Medahalli Bidarahalli KRPuam Bangalore East 

2. Byappanahally Bidarahalli KRPuam Bangalore East 


i 


MU (■ | il ■ ■ ' •' 


-Jdi imutwf w i m w 1 » I ' 
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3. Bommenahally Bidarahalli K .R Puram Bangalore East 

4. Koppathimmanahalli Lakkur Malur Ko lar 

[No. S-38013/12/2012-SS-I] 
NARESH JAISWAL, Under Secy. 
Rwfl, 14 "RT^, 2012 

*?T,3JT. 1198.—^*09 Ft R7 % 

ell+ftd if ^RT *T7RT 3T^f^T «JT, 3flfj)p|*> frtRR 3*fafRRR r 

1947 (1947 *>T 14) m 2 *> 75FF (*) ^ FR-TSPR? 

( vi) ^ FWf ^ if RTRT RRFTC ^ 31R 3?fr TfaPTTT 

arf^j^rr wn *r.3tt. 14 - 09-2011 fri 

4irM«h)q W*>, Rift Rpft affc 7TO 7RFTC F*F 3Tmf*F> 
-gv3Tf ^ f*F aftcftPl* ajfafRRR, 1947 (1947 14) 

rrr spjTpft yfafe 28 if 7rrfR?r f, ^rfvfwr 

^ rtsrtf ^ frTR ftRPF 14-09-2011 

*» T^fT fevRT «TT ; 

sftT 4>»5t 1 R «wr *>t 7TR ^ far 3RF «WWWf* 

^T[ 7?: RTR 3Tft *>1WI«|IV ^ RFTRT *FTT 3rffaF t; 

3RT: 3W, ^litPl* f*RTF 3*f¥HRR, 1947 (1947 
14) *ft RTTT 2 ^'SFF (F) ^FR-TSFF (vi) ^RTRJ^Fm 
3JFF TffrRIRt* F>T mmVi FTTft 5 ,^, RTRiR >3 c ki Ffjtn 
3*F 3Tfvf=T^T ^ rtiRf ^ f^W 14-03-2012 ^ 
huh *4>1 frTR FTt*T 7t*T Wlfan *rrHt ^ I 

[*. RR-11017/3/97-3?^ 3TR (TftT^)] 
VF 3WT?r, Rfa* 
New Delhi, the 14th March, 2012 

S. 0.1198. —Whereas the Central Government 
having been satisfied that the public interest so requires 
that in pursuance of the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of 
the clause (n) of Section 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (14 of 1947), declared by the Notification of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Labour & 
Employment dated 13-09-2011 the service in the Industrial 
Establishments manufacturing or producing Nuclear Fuel 
and Components, Heavy Water and Allied Chemicals and 
Atomic Energy which is covered by item 28 of the First 
Schedule to the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) 
to be a Public Utility Service for the purpose of the said 
Act, for a period of six months from die 14th September 
2011. 

And whereas, the Central Government is of opinion 
that public interest requires the extension of the said period 
by a further period of six months. 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by the proviso to sub-clause (vi) of clause (n) of section 2 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, die Central Government 
hereby declares the said industry to be a Public Utility 
Service for the purposes of the said Act, for a period of six 
months from the 14th March ,2012. 

[No. S -11017/3/97-IR(PL)] 
CHANDRA PRAKASH, Jt. Secy. 


Rf fa#, i9Rrd, 2012 

*R.3ir. 11 99.—'snferft trt Rfrrr srfafm, 1 948 (1948 
RR 34) # RTTT-1 # FR-RRT (3) STCT TTCrT TTfaRTf RTT 
3J#T 7T7RRT i^&KI ] sfal, 2012 # R7T 

?rcft§r $ ^ if fader ^ t, ffar# frf srfvfw? ^ 
3Tt3nq-4 (44 * 45 RTO ^ fTMR # RF^ R RfR Ft ^ 
3T«TR-5 3?t7 6 [RRT 76 #RR-RT7T (1) #7 RT7I 77, 78, 
79^781 

Ffrnrnr ^ frrHfrrfem toft if Tf^ri #1, : 



7T3FR RFT 

FFR77T7T. 

dGtfltt 

fjieii 

1. 

WSTT 

54 

4<*WI« 


1 

3T7TTC# 

51 



3. 


468 

^RTtRT 


4. 


420 

■5RT*fr 


5. 

3^ RR 3TT^ 3TT$ 

58 


ftFTW 


7ft (^ 30R, 





30^,31^,33^t, 





T^33#)-[^WRT 





RTR ^ 37f% 





(Acquired)] 



6. 

FWTF 

567 

j&m I 

Oea«h 

7. 

■QRRT 

70 



8. 


63 


fFFT 


(RRTRW) 




9. 

nm 

166 

fFRR 


ia 


149*150 

%7TR 

ffTTR 


[Jt R7?-38013/15/2012-RR-q7T-I] 
3TR7 

New Delhi, the 19th March, 2012 


S.0.1I99.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central 
Government hereby appoints the 1st April, 2012, as the 
date on which the provisions of Chapter IV (except 
Sections 44 and 45 which have already been brough 
into force) and Chapter-V and VI (except sub-section 
(1) of Section 76 and Sections 77,78, 79 and 81 which 
have already been brough into force) of the said Act 
shall come into force in the following areas in the State 
of Haryana namely:— 
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SI. Name of the Rev. 

No. Village 

SI. Name of the Rev. 


Had bast Name of Name of 

Number Tehsil District 

Had bast Name of Name of 

Number Tehsil District 


1 . 

Piala 

54 

Ballabgarh Faridabad 

2 . 

Asawati 

51 

Ballabgarh Faridabad 

3. 

Farakpur 

468 

Jagadhri 

Yamunanagar 

4. 

Sasauli 

420 

Jagadhri 

Yamunanagar 

5. 

HSIDC (Sec- 
30 A, 30B.31B, 
33B&33C, 
(Acquiring land of 
Baliana Village), 
Rohtak. 

58 

Rohtak 

Rohtak 

6 . 

Hasan garh 

567 

Sampla 

Rohtak 

7. 

Gubhana 

70 

Bahadurgarh Jhajjar 

8 . 

Veer Barkhtabad 

63 

Bahadurgarh Jhajjar 

9. 

Gangvva 

166 

Hissar 

Hissar 

10 . 

Kharar Alipur 

149 & 150 

Hissar 

Hissar 


NARESH JAISWAL, Under Secy. 


20*fl< 2012 

^.3^.1200.—[e|qi<r SlfqlWT, 1947 (1947 
•^T 14) Wl 17 ^ 717^ 

TT^E ^ 

3FJ^4 ^ 3iWMM 4> "4 e h*-sOd TWFrn: SttalPl'F 
"4I4IM4 *f. 2, "5^ ^ T^IH ^-IlCw^H treffl 
#5^311^-2/56 3TPT 2003 ) ^ Wf?RT ^FTcft t, ^ 

7173717 ^ 08-02-2012 3^ W% *HI 

[U T^T-12012/69/2003-3Ilf 3H7 (^t-II)] 
5ffhfT TW, 3T}'TFT 3tfV37T7t 


New Delhi, the 20th March, 2012 
S.O. 1200. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
G ovetrm aatherdoypubiyiestiheAward Part-11 (in Ref. No. 
CGIT-2/56 of 2003) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court No. 2, Mumbai now as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of Punjab 
National Bank and their workmen, which was received by 
the Central Government on 08-02-2012. 


Employers in Relation to the Management of Punjab 
National Bank 

The Manager 
Punjab National Bank 
Vasco-da-Gama 
Goa 403 802 

AND 

Their Workman 

Shri Gurudas Sadanand Borkar 
House No. 39, Tailiwada 
NearNarayan Temple 
Borim, Ponda(PO) 

Goa. 


APPEARANCES: 

For the Employer : Mr. D.P. Karpe, Advocate 

For the Workman : Mr. L. V. Palekar, Advocate 

Mumbai, dated the 5th January, 2012 

AWARD PART-II 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment by its Order No. L-12012/69/2003-IR (B-U), 
dated 11-09-2003 in exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the 
following Industrial dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of Punjab 
National Bank, Vasco-da-Gama Branch Goa in 
discharging Shri Gurudas Sadanand Borkar, Peon 
from the services w.e.f. 1 -10-2001 is legal and justified? 
If not, what relief the workman is entitled for?” 

2. The second party workman was serving with the 
first party as Peon. It is alleged that he was absent from 
duty from 27-4-2001 to 31 -5-2001. As he did not obtain any 
leave and did not give any intimation to the Bank, he was 
served with the chargesheet for unauthorized absence. As 
his explanation was not satisfactory, manageemnt initiated 
inquiry. They appointed inquiry officer who conducted 
the inquiry. The second party took part in the inquiry. The 
inquiry officer held guilty for his absenteeism and 
suggested punishment of termination of his services. The 
report of inquiry officer was served on the second party 
with findings. His explanation was called for. Management 
considered the report and explanation of the workman and 
terminated his services w.e.f. 1 -10-2001. 


[No. L-12012/69/2003-IR (B-II)] 
SHEESH RAM, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT TRIBUNAL 
NO. 2, MUMBAI 

PRESENT : K. B. Katake, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. CGIT-2/56 of 2003 


3. The workman has raised industrial dispute. As the 
matter could not be settled in conciliation proceeding, as 
per the report ALC (C), Goa, the Ministry send the reference 
to this Tribunal, In part-1 award, my Id. Predecessor held 
that the inquiry was fair and proper. He also held that the 
findings of inquiry officer are not perverse. Therefore, both 
the parties were directed to remain present for hearing on 
the point of punishment. 


I 


f 


I 


MU k t* 



[*imi-OT5 3(ii)J 
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4. Following are the remaining issues for my 
determination framed by my Ld. Predecessor. I record my 
findings thereon for the reasons to follow : 

Sr. No. Issues 

3. Is punishment proportionate? 

4. Is second party entitled for 
reinstatement? 

REASONS 

Issues No. 3 & 4: 

5. According to the first party, the workman remained 
absent from 27-4-2001 to 31-5-2001 without leave and 
without any intimation to the Bank. Therefore, the 
punishment is proportionate to the proved misconduct. 
He further submitted that in the circumstances of 
absenteesim, punishment of termination of services connot 
be said shockingly disproportionate. The ld. Adv. further 
argued that as the inquiry was held fair and proper and die 
findings of IO are held not perverse, in this Part-II Award, 
the Tribunal should not interfere in the punishment of 
termination of service awarded by the management. 

6. As against this the Id. Adv. for the second party 
workman submitted that the second party has worked 
sincerely for about 24 years. He was absent from 27-4-2001 
to 31 -5-2001. According to him the message was given to 
the Branch Manager by the workman through his colleage 
that, due to severe chest pain and ill health he was unable 
to attend his duty. He was to give application to the Branch 
Manager. However before that Branch Manager served 
him with a chargesheet dt. 6-6-2001. According to him, the 
service record of the workman of 24 years in unblemished. 
He could not attend the duty as he was taken ill and 
suffering from severe chest pain. In the circumstances, the 
punishment of termination of his services for absence from 
duty only for 35 days is to doubt shockingly 
disproportionate. In support of his argument, the Id. Adv 
for the second party resorted to Apex Court ruling in 
Chairman-cum-Managing Director, Coal India Ltd. & anr. 
V/s. Mukul Kumar Choudhari & Ors. 2009 III CLR645. In 
that case the charge against the respondent therein was 
proved that he was unauthorisedly absent from duty for 6 
months. His services were terminated. In that case though 
the inquiry was held fair and proper, the Hon’ble Court 
upheld the order of reinstatement without back-wages. In 
that case the Hon’ble Court observed that; 

“After considering facts and circumstances on 
record, it is observed that punishment is not only 
unduly harsh but grossly in excess to the 
allegations.” 

In that case, the unauthorized absence of workman 
for 6 months was proved. Inspite of that Hon’ble Apex 
Court held that punishment of termination of his services 
was unduly harsh and grossly in excess to the misconduct 
proved against him. In the case at hand, the workman was 


absent only for 35 days. He was absent for such a small 
term on the ground of ill health. Therefore ratio laid down 
in this ruling is applicable to the facts of the case in hand. 

7. Ld. Adv. for the second party in support of his 
argument also resorted to another Apex Court ruling in 
Scooter India Ltd. V/s. Labour Court, Lucknow AIR 1989 
SC 149, wherein the Hon’ble Court held that, though the 
disciplinary inquiry was held fari and legal and findings of 
the IO are held not perverse, the Labour Court can set 
aside the order of termination and can reinstate the 
employee for good reasons. Such an order of Labour Court 
is quite legal and valid. 

8. The ld. Adv. further submitted that, the services of 
the workman was unblemished for 24 years. In the 
circumstances his service should not be terminated on die 
ground of absenteeism for a short period. In support of his 
argument he resorted to another Apex Court ruling in 
Ramakant Mishra V/s. State of UP 1982 (45) FLR 432(SC) 
wherein Hon’ble Apex Court set aside the order of 
termination of service looking into the unblemished conduct 
of 14 years’ service of the appellant and directed 
reinstatement with backwages and withheld two last 
increments of the appellant. 

9. In the case at hand, there is no other allegation of 
any other misconduct. Therefore in the light of ratios laid 
down by Hon’ble Apex Court in die above rulings, I hold 
that the punishment imposed by the first party is unduly 
harsh and grossly excess. Thus I think it proper to set 
aside the order of termination of his services passed by the 
management and I hold that the workman is entitled to be 
reinstated. In respect of back-wages, I would like to point 
out that the workman was not on duty since October 2001. 
Though order of termination of his services is set aside, 
his misconduct of absenteeism of 35 days was proved. 
Though the punishment is found disproportionate, the 
misconduct was proved. In the circumstances I think it 
proper to grant back-wages @ 50% since the date of 
termination of his services till the date of his reinstatement, 
if not reached to the age of retirement or till the date of 
retirement if already reached with all retirement and 
pensionary benefits. 

ORDER 

(i) The order of termination of services of the 
workman is hereby set aside. 

(ii) The first party is directed to reinstate the 
second party workman with 50% backwages 
from the date of his termination till the date of 
his reinstatement or retirement as the case may be. 

(iii) On retirement the second party is entitled to 
all the retirement and pensionary benefits 
available to him. 

Date: 05-01-2012 

K.B. KATAKE, Presiding Officer 


Findings 

No. 

Yes. 
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